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WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST SLUM 
CLEARANCE PROJECT 


TUESDAY, APRIL 19, 1955 


Unrrep Srates House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SuscomMitTrEe No. 2 on GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT, 
DisposaL AND Loan Acriviries, oF THE 
SeLect COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
1301, New House Office Building, Hon. Abraham J. Multer, of New 
York (chairman of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Present: Representatives Multer (chairman of the subcommittee) 
and R. Walter Riehlman, of New York. 

Also present: Irving Maness, subcommittee counsel; Victor P. 
Dalmas, assistant to the minority; and Clarence D. Everett, of the 
committee staff. 

Mr. Mutrer. This hearing will please come to order. 

While the committee is ready to start work, apparently the wit- 
nesses representing the city of New York, who had requested to be 
heard first in order that they could return early to a New York City 
meeting, have been delayed in arriving. I do not think it is fair to 
other persons who are here to delay the proceedings beyond this point. 

We will, therefore, get underway. By way of preliminary state- 
ment, permit me to say that the Select Committee to Study and 
Investigate the Problems of Small Business is a select committee 
appointed by the Speaker of the House pursuant to resolution adopted 
by the House. It is not a legislative committee. Our function is to 
study and investigate problems as they are presented to us, and then 
make recommendations to the Congress; while legislative committees, 
after hearings and studies and investigations, report bills to the Con- 
gress and then actually handle the bills on the floor of the House. 

The problem that has been presented to us at this time and with 
which we will concern ourselves today involves the Washington 
Square project in the city of New York. This committee will inquire 
into that matter (1) to determine the effect upon small business in 
that area and what, if anything, the Congress can do to help out in 
that situation, if help is indicated, and also (2) to determine whether 
or not the project does fall within the provisions of existing law, in- 
sofar as it qualifies for grants or aid from the Federal Government 
by way of financial assistance under title 1 of the Housing Act as 
presently on the statute books of our country. 

The record should show that all of the New York City Members 
of Congress, that is, of the House of Representatives, have been 
notified of the fact that this hearing would take place today. All 


se 1 
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have indicated their desire to attend, but, unfortunately, they, like 
all of the members of this select committee, serve on at least 1 and 
sometimes 2 other legislative committees, and almost all of them are 
presently in session with legislative business before those committees. 

I am sure that other Members will come in and join us during the 
course of the hearing, and stay as long as their business permits 
them to be here. 

By way of further preliminary statement, we will make part of 
the record, section 110C of Public Law 171 of the 81st Congress, 
which was chapter 338 of the first session of that Congress, and is 
known as, or cited as, the Housing Act of 1949. 

Also, we will make a part of the record—although I will not read 
either of those into the record, they will be set forth in full in the 
record—requirements respecting the legal eligibility of the Washing- 
ton Square Southeast project area for capital grant under title 1 of 
the Housing Act of 1949 as amended. ‘That calls attention to the 
applicable regulations of the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
with reference to this project, and that the document was prepared by 
the agency under April 18, 1955, for use by this committee. 

If any witness believes that there is any other applicable law or 
regulation, we will welcome a statement to that effect from him when 
he is testifying. 

(The documents referred to above are as follows:) 


Section 110 (c), Pustic Law 171, 8ist Congress 


(c) “Project” may include acquisition of (i) a slum area or a deteriorated 
or deteriorating area which is predominantly residential in character, or (ii) 
any other deteriorated or deteriorating area which is to be developed or redevel- 
oped for predominantly residential uses, or (iii) land which is predominantly open 
and which because of obsolete platting, diversity of ownership, deterioration of 
structures or of site improvements, or otherwise substantially impairs or arrests 
the sound growth of the community and which is to be developed for pre- 
dominantly residential uses, or (iv) open land necessary for sound community 
growth which is to be developed for predominantly residential uses (in which 
event the project thereon, as provided in the proviso of section 103 (a) hereof, 
shall not be eligible for any capital grant); (2) demolition and removal of 
buildings and improvements; (3) installation, construction, or reconstruction 
of streets, utilities, and other site improvements essential to the preparation 
of sites for uses in accordance with the redevelopment plan; and (4) making 
the land available for development or redevelopment by private enterprise or 
public agencies (including sale, initial leasing, or retention by the local public 
agency itself) at its fair value for uses in accordance with the redevelopment 
plan. For the purposes of this title, the term “project” shall not include the 
construction of any of the buildings contemplated by the redevelopment plan, 
and the term “redevelopment” and derivatives thereof shall mean develop as 
well as redevelop. For any of the purposes of section 109 hereof, the term 
“project” shall not include any donations or provisions made as local grants-in- 
aid and eligible as such pursuant to clauses (2) and (3) of section 110 (d) 
hereof. 


APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS RESPECTING THE LEGAL ELiGremiry or THE WASHING- 
TON Square, SourHEAST, Proyecrt AREA FOR A CAPITAL GRANT UNpeEr Tite I or 
THE Hovustne Act or 1949, as AMENDED 


1. The Washington Square, Southeast, project was approved under the pro- 
visions of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended prior to August 2, 1954, 
the date the Housing Act of 1954 became effective. 

2. Section 110 (c) of such act provides that the project for which Federal 
assistance may be made available may include the acquisition of a “deteriorated 
or deteriorating area which is to be developed or redeveloped for predominantly 
residential uses.” This means that a project area which is to be cleared for 
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predominantly residential reuses need not be predominantly residential in char- 
acter prior to the clearance and that a deteriorated or deteriorating commercial 
or industrial area or an area of mixed uses which is not predominantly resi- 
dential in character is eligible for Federal assistance. 

3. This interpretation is incorporated in part 2, chapter 3, section 1, of the 
Manual of Policies and Requirements for Local Public Agencies of the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency. The following excerpts from such manual clearly 
indicate that this interpretation of the statute has been followed in the admin- 
istration of the program: 

“Since a local public agency derives its powers and authority under State and 
local laws, reference to such laws is essential for ascertaining the type and 
extent of areas that may be redeveloped and the limitations and requirements 
in connection with such areas. In order to qualify for Federal financial assist- 
ance under title I, the local public agency will be required to submit evidence 
that areas comply with applicable State and local laws. 

“In addition, areas must comply with the provisions of title I if they are to 
be eligible for title I assistance. Certain policies and requirements are set 
forth in this chapter to assure that areas selected are in accord with the pur- 
poses and intent of title I. Following are the kinds of areas that are specified 
in title I and HHFA policies and requirements with respect thereto. 

a” * * = * * * 


“The second category of area that may be acquired for a project is a de- 
teriorated or deteriorating area which is not predominantly residential in char- 
acter provided that such area will be developed or redeveloped for predominantly 
residential uses. Such an area must be a built-up area. 

“These deteriorated or deteriorating areas may include commercial or indus- 
trial areas, areas of declining economic or productive value, and areas of such 
mixed residential and nonresidential use as to be detrimental to the well-being 
of the community.” 

Chapter 3 of the said manual, from which the foregoing excerpts have been 
taken, was published June 11, 1951. 

4. The foregoing interpretation of the Federal law was recognized by the 
congressional committees that considered the Housing Act of 1949. The report 
from the Committee on Banking and Currency respecting the Housing Act of 
1949 (Rept. No. 84, Slst Cong., Ist sess.) includes these statements: 

“The pending bill limits Federal fiancial assistance to the assembly and 
clearance of areas which either are predominantly residential or which will be 
redeveloped primarily for residential use. This limitation is fully justified in 
view of the fact that the primary purpose of Federal aid in this fleld is to help 
remove the impact of the slums on human lives rather than simply to assist in 
the redevelopment or rebuilding of cities. 

“At the same time this requirement will not interfere with the carrying out 
of effective local programs which will combine the clearance of slums with sound 
local plans for the development and redevelopment of communities. Most slums 
and blighted areas are predominantly residential in character and, in these 
cases, the bill weuld permit their redevelopment for whatever new uses are 
considered most appropriate by the locality. It is to be noted, of course, that 
here the test is whether the area is predominantly residential in “character” 
rather than predominantly residential in “use.” Where blighted commercial 
or industrial areas are isolated from residential slum areas and hence must be 
redeveloped separately, Federal financial assistance also would be authorized 
for their assembly and clearance where they are to be redeveloped for pre- 
dominantly residential uses. This does not mean that cases of isolated blighted 
areas of business, industrial or commercial use, or open land, cannot be de- 
veloped for an appropriate combination of uses under the provisions of the bill 
(p. 13). [Italics supplied.] 

In the report from the Committee on Banking and Currency of the House of 
Representatives pertaining to the Housing Act of 1949 (H. Rept. No. 590, 81st 
Cong., 1st sess.), these statements are included : 

“Federal aid to localities for slum clearance is restricted to those areas which 
are predominantly residential or which will be redeveloped for predominantly 
residential use. It is important to point out, however, that this requirement 
will not interefere with but will rather assist the broad-scale redevelopment of 
our urban areas. Slums and blighted areas as they exist today are predomi- 
nantly residential. It is also true that in residential slum-clearance projects, 
it will normally be necessary to include some adjacent nonresidential blighted 
areas in order to assure the proper kind of redevelopment” (pp. 16 and 17). 





WASHINGTON SQUARE -SOUTHEAST SLUM CLEARANCE 


Mr. Murer. Mr. Riehlman, do you want to add anything? 

Mr. Riewiman. No. 

Mr. Mutrer. With those preliminaries out of the way, we are ready 
to liear the first witness this morning. 

I do not see any of the witnesses here as yet from the city of New 
York, so, if it is agreeable, we will hear Commissioner Albert M. Cole. 

Mr. Cole, will you come forward, please? We are always pleased 
to have you with us. 

Mr. Cole served on the Banking and Currency Committee of the 
House for many years, with distinction to himself and to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Cote. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Subject to your approval, may I make a suggestion? My statement 
is very brief and very broad. Mr. Follin, Commissioner of Urban Re- 
newal, is here and has a more definitive, carefully worded statement. 
1 would like to have the opportunity to present my statement, im- 
mediately followed by Mr. Follin, and then both of us will submit to 
questions, if that is satisfactory with the Chair. 

Mr. Muurer. There is no shisttion to that procedure, Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cote. Do you want us to step aside or go ahead ? 

Mr. Taytor. New York is here. 

Mr. Mutrer. Is that agreeable to you, Mr. Cole? 

Mr. Core. Surely. 

Mr. Muurer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Taytor. I am sorry we are late, but the plane coming down was 
held up for a while. 

Mr. Muvrer. We have already made your excuses on the record for 
you. Weassumed it was something like that. 

Mr. Taytor. Thank you. 

Mr. Mutrer. I have already made a preliminary statement as to the 
purpose of this hearing and indicated that the witnesses representing 
the city of New York would present their statement first. 

Now, will you identify yourself with full name and affiliation, 
please ? 

Mr. Leswont. My name is William S. Lebwohl, and I am counsel 
to the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority in New York. 

Mr. Mutrer. And you are accompanied by whom? Or will you 
make the sole statement for the city of New York? 

Mr. Leswout. I will make the statement for the city. However, I 
have with me Mr. Harry Taylor, who is the technical director of the 
Committee on Slum Clearance of New York, and Mr. Samuel Brooks, 
who is assistant corporation counsel of the city, attached to the slum 
clearance committee, and they will be available for any questions that 
the committee may have to ask, as well as myself. 

Mr. Mutter. I suggest, then, that they take seats alongside of you. 
Then, after you have made your preliminary statement, the questions 
can be addressed to you, and if you cannot answer the question, you 
can refer the question to either of the gentlemen who are with you for 
an answer. 

Mr. Lepwout. Yes. 

Mr. Moutrer. Mr. Lebwohl, are you going to present a statement of 
your own, or are you going to present one on behalf of Commissioner 
Moses ? 
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Mr. Leswout. | am presenting a statement on behalf of Commis- 
sioner Moses, who is the chairman of the Slum Clearance Committee 
of the City of New York, and who could not be here today. 

Mr. Mutrer. And you are now referring to Robert Moses, and he 
has been delegated by the mayor of the city of New York to speak for 
the mayor as well as for himself ¢ 

Mr. Leswoun. Yes, that is so. 


Mr. Moutrer. And that is the statement you are about to present ? 
Mr. Leswout. That is correct. 
Mr. Murer. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER ROBERT MOSES, CHAIRMAN OF 
THE NEW YORK CITY SLUM CLEARANCE COMMITTEE (PRE- 
SENTED BY WILLIAM S. LEBWOHL, COUNSEL TO TRIBOROUGH 
BRIDGE AND TUNNEL AUTHORITY, CITY OF NEW YORK, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY HARRY TAYLOR, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR, NEW YORK 
CITY SLUM CLEARANCE COMMITTEE) 


Mr. Leswout (reading) : 


Mayor Wagner has asked me to represent the city of New York before your 
committee which is inquiring into the effect, if any, of the Washington Square 
Southeast, slum-clearance project on small business and their employees in that 
area, and the legality of the proposed project under Federal law. 

First, I wish to emphasize that the Washington Square, Southeast, slum 
clearance project was planned and approved under title I of the National Housing 
Act of 1949 and strictly conforms to all the legal requirements of Public Law 171, 
Sist Congress, and the regulations promulgated by the Administrator of the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, pursuant to said law. 

Section 110 (c) (1) of the Housing Act, as amended, defines a project area 
to include any slum or a deteriorated or deteriorating area which is to be de- 
veloped or redeveloped for predominantly residential uses. 

On the basis of the surveys and studies of the area, the committee on slum 
clearance, city planning commission, and board of estimate of the city of New 
York as well as the Housing and Home Finance Agency determined that the 
physical condition of the structures, ages and types of structures, obsolete street 
patterns, excessive land coverage and other factors ideally qualified the area for 
financial aid under title 1 as deteriorated or deterioting area to be redevel- 
oped for predominantly residential uses. These determinations were made after 
public hearings before the city planning commission and the board of estimate. 
Copies of these studies are submitted, herewith. 

Pursuant to the prior approvals of the various city agencies, the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency Administrator forwarded, on October 27, 1954, a capital 
grant contract for the project, which was approved by the board of estimate on 
November 18, 1954. In reliance on the execution and delivery of the capital 
grant contract by the Federal Government, the city of New York entered into 
redevelopment contracts with private sponsors under which substantial pay- 
ments have been deposited with the city to guarantee the performance of the 
obligations under these contracts, and under which the city has obligated it- 
self to acquire the area by purchase or condemnation. Copies of these contracts 
are also included. 

soth as a public official and as a private citizen, I must emphasize the legal 
obligations assumed by the Federal Government, the city and the sponsors under 
the respective contracts. The city of New York intends to fulfill its obligations 
under the respective contracts entered into with the Federal Government and 
the private redevelopers. I cannot believe that Members of Congress would 
suggest that the Federal Government refuse to carry out its contracts with the 
city. Any such course would destroy confidence in Federal commitments and 
end the title 1 program in our community at least. 

Also, any such repudiation of these contracts at this point could only destroy 
the many small property owners in the area. In reliance upon the approvals 
and authorizations by the Housing and Home Finance Agency and the board of 
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estimate, there has been a steady exodus of tenants from the area, leases have 
not been renewed and buildings have become largely vacant. 

At the final hearings before the board of estimate, property owners urged 
the board to proceed with acquisition.of the property required for the project 
promptly since revenues from the properties were failing to such an extent that 
the owners could not meet current maintenance and carrying charges. 

In approving the project, the city was not unmindful of the relocation of com- 
mercial and industrial tenants in the area. On November 10, 1953, the Committee 
on Slum Clearance submitted to the board of estimate and city planning com- 
mission surveys and reports prepared by the Real Estate Board of New York 
City, Charles F. Noyes Co., Inc. and Wood, Dolson Co., Inc., copies of which are 
attached, and which clearly indicated the availability of sufficient vacant space 
in the city of New York to accommodate the industries to be displaced from 
the area. 

These are organizations of the highest integrity and responsibility. Their 
reports show that the available space is suitable for the industries involved, is 
well situated and that the average rentals are not substantially different from 
those prevailing in the Washington Square area. 

The city planning commission, at its public hearings, considered all these 
factors and its report on December 9, 1953, which approved the redevelopment 
plan and acquisition of the area, noted these surveys and reports. 

The Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency also was concerned and the 
capital grant contract contained a special condition requiring the board of esti- 
mate to (1) find that the relocation of small business from the project area was 
feasible and will not unduly affect employment and (2) indicate that the city 
will afford all possible aid in the process of relocation of business as well as of 
residential tenants in the project area. Pursuant to this provision of the capital 
grant contract, the board of estimate held an additional public hearing and 
directed the committee on slum clearance to prepare an additional current survey 
and report again as to the availability of space for the small businesses involved. 

Objectors were also given an opportunity to submit their own surveys. Ac- 
cordingly, additional surveys were made by the Real Estate Board of New York, 
Ine. and Wood, Dolson Co., Inc, and reports again were furnished to the board 
of estimate on October 26, 1954, copies of which are attached. 

These reports confirmed again the availability of space for commercial-site 
scecupants at rentals equivalent to those prevailing in the area. In addition, a 
plan to assist in the relocation of the business, industrial and commercial and 
loft-site occupants was adopted to help site occupants find new quarters. The 
redevelopment contracts with private sponsors, as approved by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and the board of estimate, consequently provide that the 
sponsor shall maintain on the site an office for the central listing of vacant busi- 
ness, commercial and loft spaces in the metropolitan area to assist the present 
site tenants in their relocation problems. This office is under the supervision 
of the city director of the bureau of real estate. 

In addition to the assistance provided as above, some tenants have noncancel- 
able leases and will receive substantial leasehold awards. Even those without 
leases will be entitled to fixture awards, where one of those are involved. The 
project estimates include $1,875,000 for these purposes. 

The board of estimate, after these extensive public hearings, made the finding 
that the relocation of small business in the Washington Square southeast area 
is feasible and would not unduly affect employment and that the city will afford 
all possible aid in the process of relocation of business as well as residential 
tenants in the project area 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency, after review of the surveys and 
reports of the unbiased real-estate organizations and the reports of the public 
hearings on the issues of relocation before the board of estimate, duly confirmed 
that the actions taken complied with the conditions of the capital grant contract. 

The board of estimate then authorized acquisition of real property required 
for the project on November 18, 1954. 

In spite of the records and the circumstances and holdings by the highest 
courts in the land, including the Supreme Court in one case, which had already 
sustained the validity of title 1 slum clearance projects, the owners of a luncheon- 
ette, I think, in this case, brought action in the State courts to restrain the city 
from acquiring this property. 

If not for this delaying obstruction the property would by now have been 
acquired. The action was summarily dismissed as expected. I think the com- 
mittee has a copy of the statement which we sent in in advance. 
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It is now pending in the appellate division there, and we should have a deci- 
sion probably within a month. The same forces responsible for having brought 
the actions in the court, we feel, are now seeking to use the good offices of your 
honorable committee to attempt to obstruct the program of responsible agencies 
of the city and the Federal Government. 

This should not be permitted. We submit your committee ought 
not to permit this to be done. Actua’ ; 

Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Lebwohl, before we get into any inquiries with 
reference to your main statement, I would suggest that you strike out 
of the statement the word “summarily,” where you say, “The action 
was summarily dismissed as expected.” , a 

I do not think you intend to indicate a summary disposition of the 
action by Mr. Justice Eder, who had the case before him. 

The committee has been furnished with a copy of his decision which 
appeared in the New York Law Journal of March 30, 1955, and occu- 
pies more than one-half page of that law journal and indicates that 
the matter was fully and completely argued before him; affidavits 


and written documentary proof were submitted to him and made part 
of the record; briefs were submitted to him and, apparently, he very 
carefully and completely studied the problem. 

(The decision referred to follows :) 


[From the New York Law Journal, March 30, 1955) 
SuPREME CoURT—SPECIAL TERM, 
Part VIII 
By Mr. Justice Ever 


BLEECKER LUNCHEONETTE, INC. Vv. WAGNER ET AL. 


These are cross motions of the respective parties whereby, succinctly stated, 
plaintiff moves for a temporary injunction, and defendants cross move to dismiss 
the complaint. The background of essential facts leading to the present applica- 
tions reveals the following: This is a taxpayer’s action instituted by plaintiff 
pursuant to the authority of section 51 of the general municipal law, wherein 
and whereby plaintiff seeks to enjoin any action in connection with and to have 
annulled the acquisition of certain required property for the now well-publicized 
proposed Washington Square Southeast slum clearance project. This action 
by plaintiff would effect an abandonment of the proposed plan and project which 
has been proposed under what is denominated as title I of the Federal Housing 
Act of 1949, section 72 k of the general municipal law, and related statutes. 
Plaintiff’s main grievance, it appears, is the claim that the project involved was 
so planned as to favor and abtain exclusively for New York University the 
portions of the land to be devoted to educational purposes. In other words, 
plaintiff claims that the plan and project involved was purposely maneuvered 
so as to obtain for New York University the portion thereof which is intended 
to be devoted to educational purposes and that by virtue of such allocation to 
New York University, the proposed sale by the city of New York, at public auction 
of this portion of the property involved, was merely a sham and that real com- 
petitive bidding at the sale was to be stifled. The instant motion is therefore 
made by plaintiff for a temporary injunction against such acquisition. De- 
fendants have cross moved pursuant to rules 106, 112 and 113, rules of civil 
practice, to dismiss the complaint on the pleadings as sham, frivolous and legally 
insufficient; that the material facts are undisputed; that no triable issue of 
fact exists and that summary judgment be granted defendants accordingly. 

Considering such background, I find that the committee on slum clearance 
plans of the city of New York, after a thorough study of the neighborhood and 
a finding that the area is substandard and insanitary, transmitted to the city 
planning commission of the city of New York, for its consideration and approval, 
a report and a redevelopment plan for a project to be known as the Washington 
Square Southeast slum clearance project. This project was conceived and 
developed by said committee, under the guidance of Robert Moses, its chairman, 
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and all acts, contracts, and arrangements in the implementation thereof were 
carried out under the direction of and upon the instance of said committee. 
The planning commission held a public hearing thereon, in accordance with law 
and among other things, found and reported, as did the committee, that the 
proposed redevelopment area is a substandard and insanitary area. Accord- 
ingly, the redevelopment plan was approved and forwarded to the board of 
estimate, which also approved the plan and project. Resolutions were thereupon 
adopted by the board which, among other things, authorized the acquisition of 
the necessary real property by condemnation proceedings and the doing of all 
other things necessary in the iurtherance of the plan and project. The Division 
of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment of the United States Housing and 
Home Finance Agency duly processed, examined, considered, passed upon and 
approved the said plan and project. It found that such project was eligible 
for the grants and relief afforded by title I of the Federal Housing Act of 1949. 
By such approval the Federal Government made available to the city of New 
York the benefits and relief afforded by said Federal act, to wit, the bearing 
by the Federal Government of two-thirds of the cost of the proposed acquis'tion. 

The municipal and Federal authorities, after independent studies and inspec- 
tions, determined that the area was substandard and insanitary. This deter- 
mination, I find, is amply demonstrated by an examination of the documentary 
proofs, the affidavits and the photographs submitted on these motions. After 
x hearing before the board of estimate, said board authorized the contracts with 
each of two proposed bidders. These contracts provide that they are to be 
effective as against the city of New York in each instance only if each of these 
proposed bidders actually is the successful bidder at the auction thereafter to be 
held. [Emphasis mine.] The auction, of course, has not as yet taken place as 
the city has not yet completed the proposed acquisition. 

Upon a study of the voluminous papers, affidavits and exhibits, I find that 
plaintiff’s charges are totally unsupported by the factual proof presented. In 
determining the matters I am concerned with evidentiary facts, not innuendo, 
argument or inference. In neither the complaint nor the averments proferred 
by plaintiff in its supporting affidavits do I find sufficient or corroborative proof 
presented to support plaintiff’s broad charges, or the thesis upon which it has 
instituted this action. On the contrary the array of evidentiary facts and ex- 
hibits presented by defendant completely negates and disproves plaintiff’s bald 
assertions. Cited by plaintiff, among the causes for its complaint, are several 
instances affecting an earlier project (since abandoned) where reports of the city 
planning commission and the committee on slum clearance indicated that New 
York University was to ultimately become the owner of the educational por- 
tion of the project area. The careless language, in these isolated instances, indi- 
cated no more than that it was recognized that, in view of the proximity of 
this university to the project area, such university was likely to be the success- 
ful bidder at the public sale. [Emphasis mine.] It was apparent, and we can- 
not shut our eyes to so patent a factual situation, that New York University, 
by reason of its proximity (together with its present buildings) to the area in 
question, would logically and in reasonable likelihood be a bidder at the pro- 
posed sale of the relevant area. At no point in all of the plans or negotiations 
is there any proof whatever which tends to substantiate plaintiff's charge that 
defendant contemplated competitive bidding at the public auction was to be 
stifled or in any way interfered with. Nor is the use of the word “sponsor” in 
the city’s agreement with the university indicative or in any wise conclusive 
that the property was earmarked for New York University. On the contrary 
if appears that all of the actions taken by the several public officials and agencies, 
the requirements of law, publications, notices and otherwise of a sale at public 
auction were meticulously and scrupulously observed with a view to obtaining 
the highest market price at public auction as required by law. 

Plaintiff further contends that New York University in advancing the sum 
of $25,000 to help defray the cost of studying the area for the redevelopment and 
to facilitate preliminary studies of the project, in some way was assured in 
advance by reason thereof that it would acquire the property within the project 
to be devoted to educational purposes. However, I find this charge to he with- 
out foundation in fact and the innuendo or impression sought by plaintiff to be 
created is utterly baseless. The proof submitted by defendants amply supports 
the fact that this sum was accepted conditionally by the city without any com- 
mitment on its part, or in any way giving the university any preference or 
assurance that it would be the successful party in obtaining the property. It 
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represented nothing more than a business risk assumed by the university in 
order to help the city accelerate preliminary studies which otherwise would have 
been delayed due to lack of funds therefor. Moreover, the resolutions of the 
board of estimate indicate that such money was accepted by the city without 
any commitment whatever on its part, nor was there any implication that there 
would be anything done other than a full, fair and complete sale to the highest 
bidder at a public auction duly conducted. 

In respect of plaintiff's assertions regarding the architects employed by the 
city in connection with the studies relating to the proposed project, it finds 
fault with the fact that these architects had, on occasion, received provisional 
engagements from the university. It appears that these architects have an 
excellent standing and reputation in their profession and are closely acquainted 
with the area involved. While it is true that they numbered the university as 
their client before and after, it cannot be seriously urged that by taking a small 
contract from the city that these architects thereby foreclosed themselves as to 
their employment by others. There is nothing inconsistent with their employ- 
ment by the City of New York and by New York University. The judgment of 
the public officials of the City of New York having the jurisdiction in the matter 
is not to be impugned without proper basis therefor. Where jurisdiction and 
discretion are vested in an administrative body, the exercise of such discretion 
is not generally interfered with by the courts unless it is shown to be illegal, 
arbitrary, unreasonable or capricious. Plaintiff fails to show any facts justi- 
fying even an inference in respect thereof. 

It may be observed at this point the plaintiff's property (located at No. 122 
Bleecker street) is not within the area of the project as to which the complaint 
herein is directed. It appears that no complaint is made by the plaintiff as to 
any portion other than that sought by New York University. All of plaintiff's 
objections are directed to the 20 percent, or less of the project area to be devoted 
to the proposed educational uses. 

Plaintiff has referred to section 5 of the capital grant contract entitled “The 
Project Area” and argues in respect thereof that, because the proposed acquisition 
eliminates lots 7 and 8 in block 535, which lots are included within the perimeter 
(section 5 contains a metes and bounds description of the perimeter beyond which 
no land was to be acquired), such exclusion invalidates the capital grant contract. 
However, the complaint fails to quote or even cite section 4 of said contract, which 
provides that the project itself “shall consist * * * of the following: (1) the 
acquisition by (the city of New York) of all such land in the project area as shall 
- necessary to carry out the Project Redevelopment Plan * * *.” [Emphasis 
mine. ] 

The two lots referred to constitute a part of, and are already used for educa- 
tional purposes by, New York University. Thus, there was no requirement any- 
where for the city to go through the idle, futile and expensive gesture of acquir- 
ing these two lots already devoted to educational purposes. Furthermore, sec- 
tion 102 of said capital grand contract specifically provides: “Within the funds 
which become available to it for the purpose, the local public agency will com- 
mence, carry on and complete the project * * * in accordance with the provisions 
and requirements of the project redevelopment plan * * *.” Further, reading 
exhibit I submitted hereon, the Housing and Home Finance Agency expressly 
approved the redevelopment plan which specifically provides for the omission from 
the project of said unnecessary parcels. 

I have hereinbefore made mention of the Federal statute, which is the basis 
for the Government’s contribution of two-thirds of the cost of this slum clear- 
ance project (42 U. 8. C. A., sees. 1451-1460). As indicated, the city of New 
York is proceedings under section 72 k of the general municipal law. Subdivision 
2 therefore provides that the city is to sell its property “at the highest market- 
able price * * * at public auction * * * pursuant to the provisions of any gen- 
eral, special, or local law applicable to the sale or disposition of real property 
by such municipal corporation.” Section 384, subdivision b, of the New York City 
Charter provides that the city, in disposing of sueh property “may sell * * * only 
for the highest marketable price * * * at public auction * * * after advertise- 
ny diefeodcnee 15 days in the City Record.” The evidentiary matter submitted 
yd S$ amply indicates that all provisions of law respecting advertising and 
notice of the proposed sale as thus far formulated have been duly observed and 
cr ameeTTIGIA Slatilall Soaheh aie’ Gat mans of tents cere ner ee ee 
that the’ defedilante ‘wae Stan oie a ~ o. a oaichenaeties but of mere fears 
The taien somwhe + ee y sell at public auction do so improperly. 

s soug 0 created by plaintiff, that the city and its officers do not 
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intend to conduct the auction sale of the educational portion of this project in a 
fair and unbiased competitive manner, are without basis in fact and are not borne 
out in the record here presented. There is no factual proof to substantiate or 
corroborate its assertions, which have been completely dissipated in the face 
of the proof submitted by defendants and have proved to be merely bald and 
baseless allegations, conclusory in nature. 

Examination of recent appellate court enunciations having a direct and con- 
trolling bearing on the situation here presented points up the cases of Kasket 
v. Impellitteri (306 N. Y., 73) and Borough Hall Corporation and ano. v. Im 
pellitteri (283 Opp. Div., 889, appeal dismissed 307 N. Y., 672). We find in both 
of these cases the same statutes with which we are concerned here. In the 
Borough Hall case practically the identical issue of favoritism was posed to the 
eourt. Long Island University was the subject of the charge there. In the 
Kaskel case, the same argument urged upon the court there is made by plaintiff 
here. The court of appeals, in disposing of plaintiff’s contentions, stated the 
following (at p. 95): “* * * subdivision b of section 384 of the city charter 
requiring sale at public auction or by sealed bids does not appear to have been 
violated, in view of the contingent clauses in the contracts [with the sponsors] 
rendering them conditional on [the sponsors] being the highest bidder * * *.” 

It is to be noted that the terms of sale here invite, rather than limit, open com- 
petition and that plaintiff appears to disregard the fact that the contract with 
New York University is only tentative, and can be effective only in the event 
such university is the successful bidder at the public auction to be held. In both 
the Kaskel and the Borough Hall cases, the contract and the project were ap- 
proved in each instance in the face of virtually identical arguments as here made 
by plaintiff. 

The most that can be read into plaintiff’s objection as to public bidding is that 
the terms of the sale may limit competition . However, in that respect, it has 
been held that it is proper to restrict competition where it serves the public in- 
terest. In Knowles v. City of New York (176 N. Y., 480), it was said at page 
437: “That the commissioners intended by the specifications to limit the class 
of bidders is unquestionable, and that they intended to limit the character of 
material to be furnished under the contract is equally unquestionable; but the 
imposition of such limitations so far from being fraudulent may have been dic- 
tated and presumably were dictated solely by regard for the advantage and 
interest of the municipality.” That the motives of city officials may not be the 
basis for judicial interference is well established (Despatcher’s Cafe, Inc. and 
ano. v. Somerville Housing Authority and ano., Supreme Judicial Court of Mass., 
decided February 14, 1955, which cites with approval, among others, Kelley v. 
School Committee of Watertown (330 Mass., 150, 153-154) ; Morgan v. Banas 
537); Matter of City of N. ¥. [Ely Avenue] (217 N. Y., 45, 58-59); McCabe v. 
appeal dismissed sub nom, O’Brien v. Public Service Commission (251 U. 8. 
537) ; Matter of City of N. Y .[Ely Avenue] (217 N. Y., 45, 58-59) ; McCabe v. 
City of New York (213 N. Y., 468) W. W. M. Co. v. Shanahan (128 N. Y., 345, 
358-360) ; Knowles v. City of New York, supra at p. 437; Hopkins v. Hanna (135 
Misc., 750). 

Unfirm is the support if reliance be placed upon plaintiff’s averments relating 
to the motives of the city officials here, for, it is to be noted, that in the Borough 
Hall case (supra) it was likewise claimed that the real motive for the acquisi- 
tion of the area there was to provide additional facilities for Long Island Univer- 
sity. And, in the Kaskel case (supra) a like contention was advanved, in that 
it was there claimed that the rear objective was the construction of a coliseum 
and not a slum clearance. Those objections were not allowed to interfere with 
the projects, for, as stated, courts do not inquire into motives in a situation of 
this character (see Matter of Hicks Development Corporation v. Village of Law- 
rence (282 App. Div., 1048). 

In considering a taxpayer’s action under section 51 of the general municipal 
law, as is here presented, the law requires an adequate showing of some sub 
stantial waste or public mischief that is to result if the acts complained of are 
allowed to continue (Western N. Y. Water Co. v. City of Buffalo (242 N. Y., 
202, 206); Wilmerding v. LaGuardia (176 Misc., 449); Anger v. Galloway (61 
N. Y. S., 2d., 215, 217) ; Reidy v. City of Syracuse (164 Misc.,'656, 660). I need 
not belabor this point, for the record now presented before me establishes con- 
clusively that the use to which this educational area is to be put will be a sub- 
stantial improvement to the neighboring community and inure to the benefit of 
the city of New York and its taxpayers. My consideration of the entire matter 
and proceedings had leads irresistibly to the conclusion that defendants have 
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complied and are complying with all the legal requirements s to public bidding 
at the auction to be held for the obtaining of the highest marketable price for the 
property in question. 

In spite of plaintiff’s assertions and arguments the state of the record here 
presented furnishes sufficient basis for the conclusion that plaintiff has utterly 
failed to prove its charges. 

In the face of the overwhelming proof submitted by the defendants I fail to 
perceive any evidentiary matter submitted by plaintiff as raises any triable issues 
of fact. The Kaskel and the Borough Hail cases, hereinbefore discussed, 
closely parallel the case at bar, both as to the adjective legal procedure and as 
to the substantive law. Each involved a motion for summary judgment and 
related relief, as is here presented. Both involved section 72-k of the general 
municipal law. In the Kaskel case, the court, in affirming the order granting 
the cross-motion for summary judgment dismissing the complaint, made the fol- 
lowing pertinent holding (at pp. 79-81): “There is no real question of fact 
here * * *, [Plaintiff] is simply opposing his opinion and his judgment to 
that of public officials on a matter which must necessarily be one of opinion or 
judgment * * * the question here is not whether certain public officials have 
acted arbitrarily or unwisely in coming to a certain conclusion. Here we have 
a naked question of legality, that is, of power, and the particular power to make 
a determination in this matter of judgment has been conferred by statute, on 
these defendants. * * * However, the situation here actually displayed is one 
of those as to which the legislature has authorized the city officials, including 
elected officials, to make a determination, and so the making thereof is simply 
an act of government, that is, an exercise of govermental power, * * * which, 
whether wise or unwise, cannot be overhauled by the courts. If there were 
to be a trial here and the courts below should decide in favor of plaintiff, there 
would be effected a transfer of power from the appropriate public officials to 
the courts. The question is simply not a justiciable one * * *.” Citing Stockus 
v. Boston Housing Authority (304 Mass. 507, 509, 24 N. E., 2d, 333, 336), the 
court goes on to say: ‘“‘* * * the allegations of the complaint stated no more 
than a mere opinion of the plaintiff on a perhaps debatable question which had 
been left by the legislature to certain specified public officials * * *” (see also 
Douthit v. City of Covington, 284 Ky., 382, 144 S. W. 2d, 1025, 1940; Greenpoint 
Savings Bank v. Zoning Appeals Board, 281 N. Y., 534, 1939; Dismuke v. United 
States, 297 U. S., 167, 172, 1936; State v. Sherrell, 136 Ohio St., 328, 25 N. B., 2d, 
844, 1940). During the oral argument of the instant cross-motions plaintiff 
raised, it appears for the first time, the argument that the city’s contract with 
New York University could be construed to such extent that it would allow the 
university to use the entire premises as a parking lot. 

The basis for this argument, plaintiff urges, is that the university is not re- 
quired, unless it choose, ever to erect a single building, and that the entire matter 
is so rigged that the premises would be used by such university as a parking lot 
without it ever intending to build anything upon any part of the educational 
area. This contention is not only tenuous and baseless, but common sense and 
logic repel, a conclusion that the university would pay one and one-quarter mil- 
lion dollars or more for lands to be used by it for the parking of cars by its 
employees and students, even assuming the city would permit it. Moreover, 
upon this feature of the case, and completely answering plaintiff’s fears and con- 
tentions, is the affidavit by Chancellor Heald of New York University which has 
been submitted since the conclusion of oral argument had before me. By such 
affidavit, Chancellor Heald avers to the following facts: that in order to meet the 
additional demands made upon it, especially from students resident in this city, 
the university is engaged in a construction program involving over $50 million ; 
that under this program it has completed in the past four years, or now has 
under construction, buildings costing approximately $20 million; that specific 
arrangements are being made by the university to construct, at or near Wash- 
ington Square, a library, a student center building, and classroom buildings ; that 
at least two of these buildings will be built in the educational area of the project 
if the university is the successful bidder and thereby acquires the property ; that 
the university will bid for the educational area with the definite intention of 
acquiring the property for the construction of educational buildings: that it 
cannot afford and does not intend, to pay the required minimum purchase price 
of $1,240,722, or any larger sum, for parking facilities or for campus and recrea- 
tional use; that if the property is acquired by the university and any portion 
of it is used for parking or similar uses, such uses will be temporary in nature 
and limited in extent; that the provision in the contract regarding possible use 
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of the premises for parking purpeses for students and employees of the university 


was inserted at the request of the city because of its desire to relieve traffic con- 
gestion ; that the university will proceed expeditiously to erect educational build- 
ings on the educational area of the project, if acquired by it, and proceed in 
good faith and diligently in the erection of such buildings ; that it is believed that 
the buildings will be completed within five years after acquisition of the land, 
and, that under the contract with the city the university cannot use the property, 
if acquired, for any purposes other than educational purposes; that use of the 
property for commercial parking purposes or for any other commercial purpose 
is prohibited. 

This, then, presents factual proof, which, in my opinion, conclusively buttresses 
defendants’ position, dispels plaintiff's parking lot argument and fortifies my 
determination on the matters presented for all of the reasons hereinbefore stated. 
Having given most careful consideration thereto, I am decidedly persuaded that 
plaintiff's charges are unquestionably without merit and are untenable. 

Accordingly, I find that, not alone is the complaint insufficient, but, the de- 
fenses thereto have been established prima facie by overwhelming averments and 
documentary proof, and no triable issues have been raised with respect thereto. 


The cross-motion of the defendants is granted, dismissing the complaint. Settle 
order. 


BLEECKER LUNCHEONETTE, INC. v. WAGNER 
Motion for injunction pendente lite is denied in view of the dismissal of the 


complaint herein (see disposition cf companion motion decided simultaneously 
herewith). 


BLEECKER LUNCHEONETTE, INC. v. WAGNER 
Motion is disposed of in accordance with memorandum opinion filed herewith. 


Mr. Murer. Whether another judge or another court would arrive 
at another decision is beside the point. However, I do not think the 
record ought to indicate that Judge Eder, for whom I have the highest 
respect, summarily disposed of this matter. 

Mr. Leswout. We certainly share the respect you have indicated for 
Judge Eder. What happened there is that, as a matter of summary 
judgment, and without requiring a trial on the issues, he dismissed the 
action. We regard that as a dismissal on the papers without trial as 
justifying the description that he summarily dismissed it. 

However, we certainly did not intend to indicate that the judge did 
not carefully and completely review all of the pr oceedings in the entire 

case. He certainly did, and his opinion indicates it. 

However, he felt the issues were so clear that no trial was required, 
and on that basis he dismissed it. 

Mr. Mutrer. Well, this committee, of course, is not going to attempt 
to review, as a matter of law, what the court did there. That will 
for the appellate court of the State of New York, or for any other court 
or courts to which the matter may be submitted. 

Mr. Leswout. I might also indicate, if I may, that the appellate 
division vacated the stay which was preliminarily ‘granted, pending the 
ee and thus indicated what they thought of the case, 

Mr. \urrer. As a practitioner in the New York court for many 
years, I do not take that as any intimation of a disposition of the 
merits of the matter by the appellate division. While they vacated the 
stay, the matter is still in that court waiting determination where it 
will eventually be determined on the merits if proceeded with. If the 
appellant does not proceed with it, then, of course, it will be dismissed 
for lack of prosecution. 

However, the disposition of preliminary motions is not any indica- 
tion what the court intends to do on the merits. The fact of the matter 
is, the city would not dare proceed to do anything while this case was 
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properly pending in a court that had jurisdiction to review it. Am I 
vot right ¢ 

Mr. Leswont, Mr. Chairman, I certainly would not want to dispute 
with you the position of the appellate division before it has made its 
decision. However, as a practitioner in the New York court, I think 
all of us realize that a motion for a stay before the appellate division is 
generally granted where any substantial question is presented. While 
it does not, as you say, terminate the litigation or decide it, it does have 
some indication, it does bear within it some indication of the view of 
the court, 

Mr. Mutter. Well, you do not want the committee to assume that 
this matter before us is going to be made academic by the city pro- 
ceeding before a determination by the appellate courts / 

Mr. Leswont. It won't become academic. As a matter of fact, to 
expedite the proceedings, the appellate division set down the argument 
peremptorily for a later day this month, I think. Therefore, the ap- 
peal would be expedited and the decision rendered early. 

Mr. Mvurer. Now then, with reference to your preliminary state- 
ment, or your main statement, do either of the other gentlemen that are 
with you care to supplement what you have said before we address any 
questions to you? 

Mr. Tayvor. Iam Mr. Taylor. I have not anything to supplement, 
but I want to draw to your attention that we have Dr. MacDonald, 
the research expert of the real estate board here, if you want to ask 
him any questions. He is the gentleman who directed the impartial 
survey. 

Mr. Murer. We have also listed as a witness from New York City 
Mr. Frank Howley, vice chancellor of New York University. Will 
he have a separate statement for us ¢ 

Mr. Howley, will you have a separate statement to present ? 

Mr. Howtry. Yes, sir. It is not written, but I would like to make 
a Separate statement. 

Mr. Mutter. All right, we will hear you then as soon as we get 
through with any inquiries that may be addressed to these gentlemen. 

Mr. RiehIman. do you have any inquiries ? 

Mr. Rieutman. Mr. Chairman, I think you explained at the outset 
that our primary interest is what effect this Washington Square 
project in the city of New York is going to have on small business 
and employment in that area. I think that I read from Commis- 
sioner Moses’ statement here that a survey was made and it was found 
that adequate space would be available elsewhere in New York City 
for the relocation of industrial tenants that are now occupying the 
Washington Square area. Would that be in an area adjacent to the 
place that they are now occupying, or would it mean the relocation 
of their industry in some other part of the city at some distant point ¢ 

Mr. Taytor. There is considerable space according to Dr. MacDon- 
ald. Ithink he could give you more information on ‘that. 

However, from what I understand from his report, there is consider- 
able space in the adjacent areas. There is also space spread around 
throughout the city. 

Mr. Rreutman. I would expect that some kind of relocation might 
be possible, but our main interest would be in determining what effect 
it would have on these small industries if they had to relocate in some 
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area far-distant from where they have been operating at the present 
time and what it would do to the employment situation in that va- 
cated area. 

Be Taytor. My best judgment is that it is not going to seriously 
affect it. 

Mr. Rientman. That is your best judgment. 

Mr. Leswout. If I may add something to that, I think the com- 
mittee must bear in mind that part of the determinations that were 
made in this case included a determination that the locations at which 
these small businesses and marginal industries were operating, was 
an area that, in planning for future development, ought to be re- 
developed primarily for residential use. It 1s a central area and a 
very desirable part of Manhattan, readily accessible to the Wall Street 
area, the mid-town area and other office areas and well located and 
in every way suitable for high-class residential seh ap oa Tra 

This project presented an opportunity to remove old loft buildings 
in an area where the structures were deteriorated. These are in the 
wrong location to begin with and should not be in that part of Man- 
hattan. Under these conditions we can replace them with the kind 
of development that we think should be there, on very low coverage 
with a great deal of open space and taking advantage of the provisions 
of title I which permitted Federal, as well as city, aid in developing 
the new project. 

Now the primary concern that we had as to the small businesses was 
that there should be space in suitable areas where they might be re- 
located without undue prejudice. The surveys showed that there was 
such space, some of it in adjacent areas which, also, in time to come, 
ought to be eliminated and replaced with residential areas. While 
this project represents a start, and a substantial start, in an area which 
ought to be replaced by residential development, there is more of the 
adjacent area which, in time to come, we hope will be replaced. 

However, some of these tenants in the meantime will find space in 
those areas. However, we hope and think that a greater part of the 
relocation ought to be in places which lay, perhaps, 15 minutes away, 
like Long Island City, right over the bridge, with loft space available 
this type of business ought to be there; and also on the west, the upper 
west side of Manhattan, near the river, where space of this kind ought 
to be developed. Therefore, our primary concern was not to try to 
relocate these people in the very same area. That becomes a matter 
. planning concern, really, from the viewpoint of the city, for the 

uture. 

While it is true that some of these business tenants may feel that 
they would rather have located right across the street from where 
they were and that it would have Tenn easier for them, in the total 
picture, what we have tried to do is to do the best we can for the 
planning of the city of New York and the best we can under the 
circumstances for the tenants, 

Mr. Rreniman. Could you give us any idea of the number of busi- 
nesses that are going to be affected and the effect upon employment? 

Mr. Leswout. We have that included in the papers, and I will 

Mr. Rrentman. Would 1,500 be the number of] businesses estimated ? 
_ Mr. Taytor. No, fifteen hundred was the number that was submitted 
indirectly by people on the other side of the argument. Our consultant 
shows something closer, I believe, to around 900. However, he is 
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looking the figures over. They were grossly overestimated in the 
surveys that were made by private groups. f 

Mr. Rreutman. Who were the consultants used by the city? 

Mr. Taytor. Well, Wood, Dolson Co. and Charles Noyes & Co., 
and we had the real estate board. 

Mr. Rrewuman. They are the ones that gave you the estimate as 
to the number of businesses and employees that would be affected ¢ 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. Wood, Dolson Co. and Charles Noyes made a 
factual survey of it and the results of that are included in this book 
which we are transmitting to you. 

Mr. Rrenuman, All right. 

Mr. Taytor. And, my memory is that the actual number of busi- 
nesses was around 900, possibly a thousand. However, I may be wrong 
on that. 

Another thing that was grossly overstated by private representa- 
tives was the rental range. 

Mr. Rrentman. Was what? 

Mr. Tayor. The rental range of that area. They said it averaged 
anywhere from 50 cents to 75 cents, and very few of them got over 
that. We had a specific investigation made by Wood, Dolson Co. on 
the basis of over 40 percent of the total rents paid in the area, and 
they came out around 93 cents. Now you will find in some of the 
information that we are submitting to you that there were places in 
Queens, just across the bridge, where they could get practically new 
accommodations with good, heavy-duty elevator service for about a 
dollar. There are much better places there. 

Many of these businesses started here, but later moved anyway. I 
think Dr. MacDonald can tell you that. Many of the real estate men 
have told me that as these firms in these deteriorated areas gather 
strength and begin to enlarge, then they get out of that area, in any 
case, and get into better stuff. 

Mr. Mutter. May I interrupt at that point? 

Mr. Rrewiman. Yes. 

Mr. Mutrer. All of these tenants who occupy industrial or com- 
mercial space are pres by the New York Grate commercial rent 
laws, are they not! 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Mutter. Now the New York State commercial rent laws apply 
only to the city of New York, am I right there ? 

Mr. Taytor. I believe so, but I would rather have one of our lawyers 
here answer that. 

Mr. Mutter. Any time the representative from the New York Real 
Estate Board wants to take a seat alongside Mr. Lebwohl, we will 
welcome him. Then, if they care to refer any of these questions to 
him, he may make the answer directly. 

Who is here from the New York Real Estate Board? 

Mr. Taytor. Dr. MacDonald. 

_ Mr. Mutrer. Dr. MacDonald, would you care to take a seat along- 
side of Mr. Lebwohl? If you can help us with any of these answers, 
we would be glad to hear from you. 

For the record, your full name, please? 

Mr. MacDonatp. Dr. Gordon MacDon 
Real Estate Board, New York, Inc. 

Mr. Muurer. Dr. MacDonald, can you answer the question ? 


ald, director of research, 
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Mr. MacDonap. On the availability of space; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mvutrer. The pending question is directed to the commercial 
rent laws of the State of New York. Are they applicable only to the 
city of New York? 

Mr. MacDonap. Only to the city of New York with exception of 
2 other cities upstate and to 1 county. 

Mr. Mvutrer. And those rent laws have just been extended for an- 
other 2 years. They were due to expire July of this year, and they 
have been extended for another 2 years ? 

Mr. MacDonavp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mutrrer. Now the committee has been advised that the New 
York City Board of Estimate has made a finding that these com- 
mercial tenants will not be adversely affected by this project. Yet, 
they are all affected by and protected by the New York State commer- 
cial rent laws. Now, what should this committee take as its guide, 
the New York City finding or the New York State finding, because 
without a finding that these people need the protection given to them 
by the New York State commercial law, the law would not have been 
extended tothem. What guide do we take? 

Mr. MacDonatp. Well, we made a survey, sir, for the Temporary 
State Housing Rent Commission to study rents and rental conditions, 
and we submitted that. Now in that record 

Mr. Mutter. Was that submitted to the New York State Legisla- 
ture before they extended the law ? . 

Mr. MacDona.p. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mvutrer. And the same survey was submitted as to the New 
York City Board of Estimate ? 

Mr. MacDonatp. No; this one is more up to date. We submitted 
the earlier one in October, and this is one that was made in November. 

Mr. Mutrer. The one that was submitted in October—— 

Mr. MacDonatp. Was submitted to the city. 

Mr. Mutrer. The city? 

Mr. MacDona.p. That is right. 

Mr. Mutter. Tothe New York City Board of Estimate? 

Mr. MacDonap. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. Was there a later one made and submitted to the New 
York State Legislature on the basis of which they extended the com- 
mercial rental law for another 2 years? 

Mr. MacDonatp. That is right. 

Mr. Mutrer. Aren’t we bound to take the finding of the New York 
State Legislature, that these people need the protection of the New 
York State commercial rent law ? 

Mr. MacDonatp. Well, the findings on that, sir, were changed quite 
a bit on the basis of the survey. It was on the basis of statutory ten- 
ants within the areas and not on the basis of vacancy. The vacancy 
factor came in where the owners could now relocate tenants in floors 
that were occupied, occuping part of a floor where they get compa- 
rable space within the building or some other building within the 
vicinity of comparable areas. There was a change on that. The 
availability of space was still there. 

Mr. Mutter. Doctor, I may be mistaken on this, but am I not right 
in saying that the New York State commercial rent law protects the 
tenant in occupancy, but does not protect a tenant seeking space else- 
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where? In other words, if 1 am the tenant, as long as I stay where 
I am, I am protected ? 

Mr. MacDonanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Murrer. But when I go to take space somewhere else, I lose the 
protection of the law and I must pay anything that the owner of the 
new premises will ask for and that I am willing to pay / 

Mr. MacDonatp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mutrer. So that if these people were ejected from the premises 
they now occupy in this area, they lose the protection of the New York 
State commercial rent laws? 

Mr. MacDonap. The point we brought up, sir, on the basis of this 
commercial property—the rent control law excepts the new buildings. 

Now even if the tenant moves out and goes into another building, 
rent control still pertains to the new building, the building they are 
going into. 

Now the only thing was, on the basis of the statutory tenant, that 
is where the new law came in. You hadn’t paid the 15 percent increase 
that was to come along with the new effective date of July 1. 

Mr. Muurer. The 15 percent increase is applicable ? 

Mr. MacDonatp. The statutory had to pay that in 5 years under 
the leases. 

Mr. Mutrer. Yes, but the 15 percent increase applies to the tenant 
in possession. Once he moves out, he is no longer protected. 

Mr. MacDonaxp. But he goes into a building that is under the 
commercial rent control law. The rents are still protected under that, 
under the business rent control law because they are not going into 
new buildings, apparently, from the tenant group now located in 
this area. Therefore, their rental ranges, when the older buildings 
still under the commercial rent control law—— 

Mr. Muurer. Doesn't that law still provide, as it did when originally 
enacted, that if you own a building 

Mr. MacDonatp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. I am not a tenant in the building and I seek space in 
that building. There is space available. Now you can charge me any 
rent you please. 

Mr. MacDonatp. No. There is a conflict there on the residential. 
There is a difference there, where you move from one apartment to 
another. Then, you get the difference in the rent laws there. 

Mr. Mutter. So that these tenants seeking space elsewhere would 
still be protected by the New York State commercial rent laws so far 
as the amount of rent is concerned ? 

Mr. MacDonatp. That is right. Well, they are subject to increase 
the 15 percent if they are statutory. That is the problem with most 
of these areas, they are statutory tenants. 

Mr. Muurer. Mr. Riehlman, do you want to pursue that / 

Mr. Rreutman. I am not so sure that that question that you have 
asked is clarified in my mind, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Murer. Obviously, there is a difference of opinion. I think 
there is at least one lawyer from New York in the audience who will 
give us a statement to the contrary when we call him. He is waving 
very wildly in disagreement. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman ? 
Mr. Mutter. Yes, sir? 
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Mr. Taytor. We have been checking through this and in accord- 
ance with the usual procedure, these figures are based on the amount 
of square footage available. That is the usual procedure and that 
is why it is this way in here. 

However, during the hearings before the board of estimate, the 
question of the number of businesses came up because it was grossly 
overestimated in some rather irresponsible statement so that we made 
the count on it. My memory is that it came out around 900 to a thou- 
sand rather than 1,550 that had been stated. 

We will recheck that, but I am quite sure in the meantime. We 
will recheck that and send that information to you. However, I am 
quite sure in the meantime you can depend on my memory as being 
fairly accurate. 

Now as to these prices, the fact that they would not be subject to the 
same rent control laws once they moved, you will note in Wood, 
Dolson’s statement there was a total of 3 million square feet of space 
available in Brooklyn and Queens of which about 700,000 rents from 
60 to 85 cents, and about 2,300,000 rents from 85 cents to a dollar ten. 
It really would average somewhat under the rents that are being paid 
in this area, around 93 to 94 cents on the average. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Mutter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. With respect to your question, I think it should be 
borne in mind that the real estate board’s survey was a survey of 
vacant space at rentals which they were asking from the new tenants. 
Therefore, regardless of whether or not the rents are frozen or 
unfrozen, the new rentals to be charged in the vacant areas where 
these tenants are to move to, are comparable to the rentals they are 
paying today. 

Mr. Mutrer. You see, the difficulty the committee finds is this, we 
will have to make a finding of fact in our report before we can make 
any recommendation one way or the other. While it has not been 
presented on this record here, we know, as you know, that there is 
going to be respectable authority, and I think responsible authority, 
Just as yours 's respectable and responsible, directly to the contrary 
to the finding of the real estate board on which the city board of 
estimate acted indicating there was no space available for these people. 
And the Small Business Administration, apparently, made a report 
directly to the contrary of your finding of fact. 

Now I am trying to ease the burden of the committee, if we can, 
and see if we cannot take some legislative finding in the city or in the 
State that we can rely on rather than attempt to make a determina- 
tion one way or the other with this conflict of fact that I know is going 
to be presented to this committee. That is why I said: Why shouldn't 
we rely on the finding of fact which is implicit in the law which the 
New York Legislature enacted ? 

Mr. Leswont. If I may add something to that? You referred to 
the latest survey which the real estate board of New York made, and 
I just want to point out to you that the survey that they made, which 
went to the legislature, is not inconsistent at all with the finding made 
by the board of estimate or even by the State legislature because in 
their survey, and I am looking at it now, and they say this: 


An emergency no longer exists. There is freedom of choice for all types of 
tenants. We are dealing with tenants who in many cases are as strong financially 
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as the owner and who are not controlled as to their ceiling prices. An office or 
loft building tenant who is desirous of relocating has unlimited choice of space. 
Btore tenants can find suitable location in any part of Manhattan or the other 
boroughs. The rising vacancy trend is proof that owners must be given help by 
the legislature. We recommend a program of gradual decontrol. 

Then, in another part. 

Mr. Mouurer. Did the legislature adopt that suggestion ? 

Mr. Leswout. They have adopted the control for 2 years now. 

Mr. Mutter. But they extended the law without any decontrol in 
the meantime? 

Mr. Leswout. I am not sure of that. It was my understanding that 
as places become vacant, they would decontrol, and that was the grad- 
ual form of decontrol. 

Mr. Mutrer. In the present extension of law? 

Mr. Leswont. Yes, that is my understanding. 

Now in another place the real estate board said this, and this is rele- 
vant to the type of structures that we have here: 


The result of the loft building survey in November indicates that the vacancy 
in this grade space has doubled since April of 1954. 


Now these are loft buildings. 
The vacancy increase is the highest in the past 11 years. 
I am skipping parts that would not affect this. 


The loft field survey in the area between Chamber Street and 14th Street, and 
from West Street to the Bowery shows that there were vacancies totaling 


1,697,000 square feet. 

Now that is just in that limited area. All of the loft space involved 
in this project is some 3 million square feet, I believe. This was a very 
limited survey of vacancies in a very small part of Manhattan and, 
undoubtedly, included in November, I would say, at least 300,000 
square feet in this very area which had become vacant. 

Mr. Mutter. Was there a message from the mayor or from the city 
council to the State legislaturé with reference to the extension of the 
commercial rent laws? 

Mr. Leswont. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Mutrer. We will get a copy of the law as passed and make it 
a part of this record. We will also find out whether or not there was 
such ; message or messages, and they also will be made part of this 
record. 

Mr. Leswout. The point that I am trying to make is that I do not 
think you can read an inconsistency into the State legislative action 
especially when you consider that the survey made in October found 
some 6 million square feet available at something like equivalent prices 
throughout the city. And let me correct the statement I made before. 
There are not 3 million square feet of occupancy by tenants in this 
area, but two-million-two-hundred-some-odd thousand. 

Mr. Muurer. Now at the close of Commissioner Moses’ statement, 
you refer to the fact that an owner of a luncheonette brought this action 
in the State court. The committee would like to know whether or not 
that action represents an individual action or an action on behalf of 
that individual who is the only person dissatisfied with what is going 
on, or was that actually a so-called test suit on behalf of others who 
were similarly situated ? 

Mr. Leswont. My colleague says that the attorney for the com- 
plainant is here. I do not know the answer to that. 





20 WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST SLUM CLFARANCE 


Mr. Muvrer. He is listed to be heard, and we will get that statement 
from him. 

Mr. Leswour. I would be surprised if that was a representative 
action on the part of any larger group, and if the attorney testifies that 
it is, I would very much like to have a list of the people for whom the 
action is representative because 1 do not believe that there are a great 
many. 

Mr. Mcurer. Possibly this would be a good point at which to read 
into the record, not the substance of each of the letters, but the names 
and addresses of each of the persons who have sent communications to 
this committee protesting against this project. There are approxi- 
mately 20 such letters received to date by the committee protesting 
against this Washington Square project proceeding, and their names 
and addresses will be spread upon the record solely for the purpose of 
saving space and the cost of a large record which eventually must be 
printed. We are not going to put the letters in the record. 

Now in all fairness to you and the city of New York, I should say 
that there have been received some letters the other way, urging the 
project should go forward and that it should go forward speedily. A 


list of those names and addresses also will be spread upon the record. 
Those opposed are: 


D. & D. Electric Co., Inc., 53 West 3d Street, New York 12, N. -Y. 


Collect Luggage Co., Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y., Harry Bailes, 
president. 


Isidore Britechky, 166—168 Greene Street, New York 12, N. Y. 


American-Duro Fastener Co., Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York 12, N. Y., Her- 
bert Agrest, treasurer. 


Winston Leather Products, Inc., 179 Wooster Street, New York 12, N. Y. 
B. Kruger, 185 Mercer Street, New York 12, N. Y. 


Don Wallace, Printer, Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York 12, N. Y., Mrs. Don 
Wallace, treasurer. 


Sam Cohen Machinery Co., 204 Greene Street, New York City. 

Durable Fibre, Sample Case Co., 207-209 Wooster Street, New York 12, N. Y. 
Princely Bias Bindings, 171-173 Wooster Street, New York 12, N. Y. 

Machine & Instrument Local 1227, United Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers 


of America, 24—01 Jackson Avenue, Long Island City 1, N. Y., Victor Teich, 
president. 


Citizens Union of the city of New York, 5 Beekman Street; New York 38, N. Y. 

Mr. Kepple Hall, 71 Washington Square South, New York, N. Y. 

Morris Friedman, Bleecker Corrugated Box Co., 26 West Houston Street, New 
York City. 

Felko Paper Box, 207 Wooster Street, New York City. 

Yankee Leather Goods Co., 207 Wooster Street, New York City. 

John A. Ward, 5 East 55th Street, New York City. 


Mr. Leswout. Mr. Chairman, I would merely note that in a project 
the size of this, the receipt of 20 communications from residents in 
the area does not mean very much oppostion. 

Mr. Mutter. Now I would like to have you be a little more specific 
if you can, please, so as to aid the committee in its determination. We 
would prefer not to spread upon this record these lengthy agreements 
which you have submitted. One between the city of New York and 
the Washington Square Village Corp., dated November 18, 1954, con- 
sists of 47 pages. The other consists of 33 pages, between the city of 
New York and New York University, also dated November 18, 1954. 
In lieu of that, I would like to have you submit to us a very brief 
summary indicating the number of the paragraph and the page on 


which it appears, the things that may be pertinent to this inquiry 
Could you do that for us, Mr. Lebwohl ? 
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Mr. Leswouu. Yes. On page 12 of the agreement between the city 
of New York and the Washington Square Village Corp., which is the 
housing sponsor on the larger part of the area, and who will actually 
manage and redevelop 80 percent of the area, there is included this 
paragraph—this is in section 301 of the contract on page 12: 

The sponsor shall maintain on the housing site an office for the central listing 
of suitable business, commercial and loft space vacancies in the metropolitan 
area to assist the commercial occupants in relocating which office shall be super- 
vised by the bureau of real estate of the board of estimate. 

All relocation and central vacancy listing activity shall be performed 
under the general supervision of the city acting through the bureau of real 
estate of the board of estimate. The bureau of real estate shall supervise the 
management of the existing improvements within the housing site pursuant to 
the provision of the aforesaid relocation plan. 

The reasonable and necessary expense of such bureau properly attributable 
to relocation and such supervision activities in the housing site, including the 
time of necessary city personnel calculated on the basis of their salaries from 
the city, shall be paid by the sponsor. 

Now let me explain that the reference to the housing site there is a 
reference to the site on which the new housing will be built and in- 
cludes all of the tenants purposely on that site, commercial as well as 
residential. 

The same provision is included in the contract which covers the 
rest of the project site, and that is the contract between the city of 
New York and the New York University, and it is included in there 
in similar paragraph 301 

Mr. Brooks. On page 9. 

Mr. Leswout. At page 9. In that case the site is called the educa- 
tional site, and that is the other 20 percent of the project site. 

There is in the records of the committee—we have submitted—two 
very short statements which generally implemented that obligation 
which is included in the contract. One is a sketch showing that the 
planned relocation of tenants is to take plaee in six steps, the areas 
divided into six steps. That is that plan. 

The other is a short summary of steps that we think will be helpful. 

(Exhibit A is herewith inserted. ) 

Mr. Leswout. And the other, which accompanies it, is called Plan 
for Orderly Relocation Within New York City of Business, Industrial, 
Commercial and Lot Site Occupants, Washington Square Southeast. 
That is a two-sheet summary which accompanied that relocation 
schedule. 

Mr. Mutter. That is this document ? 

Mr. Leswout. That is right. 

Mr. Motrer. We will call that exhibit B. 

(Exhibit B is as follows :) 





Exureit B 
WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST 


PLAN FOR ORDERLY RELOCATION WITHIN NEW YORK CITY OF BUSINESS, INDUSTRIAL, 
COMMERCIAL, AND LOFT SITE OCCUPANTS 


1. It is proposed to incorporate into the sponsor’s contract with the city the 
following provision : 

“Sponsor shall maintain on the site an office for the central listing of vacant 
business, commercial and loft space in the metropolitan area to assist the present 
site occupants in their relocation problems, which office shall be under the 
supervision of the director of real estate.” 
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2. Ascertain the exact space requirements of the site occupants. The object 
of this action is to create a precise inventory of space needs. Such needs must 
then be voiced in a market where the exact appropriate space could be matched 
within New York City. 

The space must be classified in a most systematic fashion by occupants’ names, 
addresses, and floor locations. Net useable area, ceiling heights, floor load 
capacities, window spaces, kinds of exits, and toilet facilities should be deter- 
mined. Also the amenities of the buildings such as industrial steam, powerlines, 
types of power, elevator sizes and lifting energies should be listed: The kinds 
of businesses, industries, commercials, and lofts should be tabulated together 
with any vital economic information which clearly demonstrates that New 
York City is the best locus for the occupant seeking to relocate. Other basic 
information to be weighed is, of course, the rent paid for the occupied space 
and the unit rent per useable square foot; the length of lease and its special 
provisions, if any; occupancy through ownership of the building, the overall 
costs of such occupancy and the unit cost per useable square foot. 

Any special wishes of the site occupants must be seriously considered since 
the occupant may well wish to have larger, smaller, or a different space than 
that presently occupied. 

3. An integrated relocation program of assistance to the site occupants requires 
not only to have an exact inventory of space needs, but also encouragement to 
brokers and owners to offer all appropriate available space in New York City to 
such site occupants. To achieve cooperation from brokers and owners an ex- 
haustive search would be made for all who might possibly help a smooth and 
effective relocation of site occupants. No charge, fee or profit would be sought 
from brokers or owners consummating deals with site occupants through the 
sponsor’s relocation services. 

A persistent effort eliciting cooperation and aided by publicity will be carried 
on through such media as real estate boards, chambers of commerce and civic 
groups. Newspaper, trade magazine, radio and other paid advertising may be 
used together with free publicity. Telephone and personal solicitation will be 
extensively used in all pertinent directions. Those organizations having a 
special self interest in keeping commerce within the New York City community 
will be approached for their fullest aid. Local utility companies, railroads, 
banks, leading manufacturers and others would be classes of organizations eager 
to keep commerce in New York City. 

4. Maintenance of records and statistical data useful in measuring progress 
of the program and guiding possible improvement of it would be scrupulously 
kept. 


Mr. Leswont. And both of those, together with the obligation in- 
serted in the contract, in brief, cover the material in which this com- 
mittee is interested, I think. 

Mr. Mourer. Exhibits A and B will be made a part of the record. 

Now, have you given us all of the provisions that are contained 
within the contracts that cover the question of assistance to tenants in 
the project area ? 

Mr. Leswont. All of the specific provisions obligating the sponsors 
to manage the site well and to dispose of the moneys in certain ways, 
but, in the interest of being brief, I have not tried to state the general 
provisions which generally guide the sponsor in operating the proper- 
ties. These are the specific provisions about relocation assistance. 

Mr. Mvtrer. Now, in condemnation proceedings such as this, the 
tenant and occupant may be reimbursed in the condemnation proceed- 
ings for the value of fixtures that will be destroyed as a part of the 
condemnation, or which he cannot move with him, those that are af- 
fixed to the realty, and that he cannot take out and move. Am I right? 

Mr. Leswont. That is correct. 

Mr. Motrer. If he has the usual condemnation clause written into 
his lease, assuming there is a lease, he will not participate in any award 
that is made for fee or rental value of the property ? 
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Mr. Leswout. Yes. If he has made a private agreement with the 
landlord waiving that request for award or right to award in the event 
of condemnation. That private agreement of his will be respected in 
the condemnation case. 

‘Mr. Motrer. But it is the practice in New York to write into the 
lease a provision waiving the right to participate in the award in the 
event of condemnation ¢ 

Mr. Leswout. Well, landlords find they can do it, they try it. 

Mr. Motrer. Is it not a fact that it is practically the uniform prac- 
tice throughout the city of New York and has been for many years 
that unless he waives the right to participate in condemnation award, 
that properties of this kind that we are concerned with here—— 

Mr. Leswout. I think in all cases where the lessees are putting sub- 
stantial sums into alterations or improvements, they do not waive, and 
I just signed a deed—— 

Mr. Mutter. Do we have any tenants in that category in this project 
who cid not waive their right to participate in the condemnation 
award ! 

Mr. Leswout. I will be able to tell you when the condemnation 
court gets the claims. 

Mr. Motrer. Of course, if a tenant is a monthly tenant or a statu- 
tory tenant he has no right to participate. 

Mr. Leswoutu. Unless his lease gave him a right. 

Mr. Mutter. He cannot be a lease tenant and a statutory tenant at 
the same time. He is one or the other. 

Mr. Leswouu. Well, my understanding is that these kinds of leases 
survived the statutory relationship. 

Mr. Muurer. And there are some leases in this area ? 

Mr. Leswout. I believe so. 

Mr. Mutter. Has there been any tabulation made of how many of 
these tenants—I am not talking about commercial tenants—are month- 
ly tenants without a lease? 

Mr. Leswonu. We would not be in a position to make that kind of 
tabulation because until the names are filed with the condemnation 
court, it is not possible for anyone to say which tenants feel they have 
a legal right to an award, either with such a lease provision in or, 
ignoring such a lease provision, for some other reason. 

Mr. Mourer. Was that not part of the argument offered to the 
board of estimate as to why the project should not be approved, that 
these people would lose their places of business and their means of 
livelihood ? 

Mr. Leswont. I believe that some of the representatives of the ten- 
ants did point out that possibility to the board of estimate and the 
board of estimate did consider it. 

Mr. Mutter. One further point on the same subject. Is it not a fact 
that there is nothing in the law or in the agreements that will reim- 
burse any of these commercial tenants for the cost of moving their 
places of business from the project area to some other area ? 

Mr. Leswont. Well, the law does not contain provisions for such 
reimbursement, nor does the law contain provisions for such reim- 
bursement in the case of residential tenants. However, as a practical 
matter, we have found, and this relates not only to this project but to 
all of the projects, that the necessity for relocating people off the sites 
of these improvements leads the sponsor to make many concessions 
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to tenants, including in many cases moving expenses and even cash 
payments. 

Mr. Murer. But, there is no obligation in the contracts—you have 
already told us there are none in the law—but in addition to this 
there are none in the contracts requiring such payments for moving 
expenses to be made? It would be purely voluntary on the part of the 
sponsor if, in individual cases, he should desire to do it, or be willing 
to do it? 

Mr. Leswont. Yes; always with the note as to the practical position 
which I pointed out a minute ago. 

Mr. Mutrer. Yes. 


Now, there is reference in the agreement to tenants who are living 
in part of this area. How many such tenants are there in this area? 

Mr. Leswout. Residential tenants? 

Mr. Mutrer. Yes. 

Mr. Leswout. I believe the total number is about 200 families. 

Mr. Taytor. About 130. 

Mr. Brooks. 132. 

Mr. Murer. Is that the correct figure ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Muurer. Approximately what portion of the area is occupied 
by residential tenants spacewise ? 

Mr. Leswout. Well, they are spread somewhat. 

Mr. Brooks. They live in 16 buildings, 

Mr. Murer. About how many buildings are there in the entire 
area ¢ 

Mr. Leswont, 191; 16 buildings out of 191 are residential. 

Mr. Muvrer. And the other 175 are occupied for commercial and 
industrial uses ? 

Mr. Brooks. That is correct. 

Mr. Murer. Now, do you have any figures as to how much space 
is taken by the entire area and how much of it is occupied by resi- 
dential buildings ¢ 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, that is a matter which can best be answered 
this way: The real estate survey shows that the commercial area nec- 
essary is 2,285,000, is that right? That is what the commercial space 
is needed to replace. 

Mr. Leswont. I think the answer to your question is that no such 
survey is available. 

Mr. Taynor. As to an actual percentage, I don’t know as we have 
it figured out, but we show, on page 34 of our brochure on this, the 
parts that are residential, first floor store, commercial, public and 
institutional, automotive, unoccupied buildings, or parking lots. 

Mr. Mctrer. Do you have a copy you can submit of that 

Mr. Taytor. You already have that. 

Mr. Brooks. I was under the impression that it was already for- 
warded. 

Mr. Muurer. I don’t believe this has arrived. Can you leave this 
with us? 

The red lines on this diagram indicate what ? 

Mr. Taytor. They indicate what will be rebuilt. 

Mr. Muurer. The area we are concerned with here, which is called 
the Washington project southeast, is that which is bounded by West 
Fourth Street on the north, West Houston Street on the south, West. 
Broadway on the west, and Mercer Street on the east ? 
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Mr. Tayuor. That is right. 

Mr. Mutter. And it consists of approximately three square blocks ¢ 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Motrter. Each block is not the same in area, that is correct, is it 
not ? 

Mr. Tayvor. That is correct. 

Mr. Muurer. And there is a key indicated showing what the various 
markings on the diagram indicate as to residential, first floor store, 
commercial, and other uses? 

Mr. Taytor. That is right. 

Mr. Mutter. We will mark this exhibit C and make it part of the 
record. 

(Exhibit C is herewith inserted. ) 


Report To Mayor IMPELLITTERI AND THE BOARD OF ESTIMATE BY THE COMMITTEE 
on StumM CLEARANCE 


CONDITION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES 


The survey conducted by Wood, Dolson Co., Inc., to determine the conditions 
of the structures within the project site is the basis for the following conclusions : 


COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS 


Condition Number Percent 
i Na i aN cerca reine 5 19 9 
a i lil nies eniammranigen nti bicelles 29 16.8 
I a als cali acer neaniniemrngiie 100 63. 5 
iia Discpig mci Rieten nk Sibi ninth paeianbeeniongs 29 16.8 

a a calls tid nce erent 173 100. 0 


1 Includes the New York University School of Commerce. 


BESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS 





Condition Number 
cai tal ac ded dine acineliin ncenieediaealanis ch aymidilitenas marae eae 
a a eect miner 5 
aa oa ctalngliaebeseslcapepinigien omenentabtioeee 3 
ST tices cate ste nincelnctncdiaesi wits align weit eheeg «thease nsteen tiene 7 

acter inlet os ett Ihe tial cee das nee soerecgainannemeteattliancis viapheninien tet _ 16 


For commercial and industrial buildings these classifications are based upon 
the judgment of the real estate consultants’ determination as to the state of the 
deterioration and remaining useful life of the structures surveyed. 

For the residential structures, the condition was determined during a house- 
to-house survey, and the ratings are from the tenant’s point of view. These 
tenants are accustomed to living conditions existing on the site and to paying 
the prevailing rents. Their point of view was required to establish criteria for 
tenant relocation in comparable accommodations. 

In terms of maintenance, an older building in order to be rated “fair” had 
to be clean, requiring no major repairs or painting. A “deteriorated” grading 
meant a building requiring painting and repairs. “Badly run-down” meant it 
was in need of major repair. 

As the map indicates these conditions are general throughout the site and 
individual blocks or sections of the project do not vary materially. 

The Washington Square Southeast slum clearance report is the 14th proposed 
title I project reported on. The preceding 13 projects were : 


Corlears Hook Delancey Street 

Harlem South Village 

North Harlem Washington Square South 
West Park (Manhattantown) Williamsburg 
Morningside-Manhattanville New York University-Bellevue 
Columbus Circle Pratt Institute area 


Fort Greene 
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The first seven projects have been approved by the city and the Federal Gov- 
ernment and are under contract. These use up about $32 million of the $40 
million in Federal funds allocated to the city. 

Litigation attacking the Harlem, West Park, and Morningside-Manhattanville 
projects was disposed of in the State supreme court by dismissal of the complaint. 
The same result followed an initial challenge to the Fort Green project. An 
attack in the courts upon the Columbus Circle project resulted in a favorable 
decision for the city which was affirmed unanimously in the appellate division. 
This case is now pending in the court of appeals. The decision there will be the 
first court of appeals decision in title I cases in this State. 

In the first five projects the land has been acquired by the city and resold to 
responsible builders who are engaged in carrying out the relocation of tenants 
and the redevelopment plans. Demolition is starting or is under way on the 
first four projects and construction of new buildings is scheduled to start in the 
early fall. The land required for the fifth, the Morningside-Manhattanville 
project, was acquired by the city on June 15, 1953, simultaneously with the 
acquisition for General Grant houses, a Federal low-rent public housing project 
adjacent thereto, and sold at public auction in the afternoon of the same day to 
sponsors. A tenant relocation office has been established on the site which is 
under the supervision of the director of real estate. 

In the Fort Greene project, application to the court for condemnation of the 
area is being processed. 

Three of the other projects on which reports have been made are now being 
processed with the Federal Government. These are the New York University- 
Bellevue project, the Pratt Institute area project, and the Delancey Street 
project. 

As to the remaining three projects previously reported on, the South Village 
area is no longer under consideration, having been selected as the site for the 
Mary K. Simkhovitch houses, a public low-rent housing project; the Williams- 
burg project is considered too large even for funds which may become avail- 
able, although consideration may be given to a smaller portion of this area; 
and the original Washington Square South project has been dropped, but this 
report covers a new project which has been studied in a smaller area south- 
east of Washington Square. 

Present Federal slum clearance funds allocated to the city are insufficient to 
undertake more than 1 or 2 of the projects beyond the first 7 listed. The com- 
mittee secured the cooperation of Senator Ives and other legislators and legis- 
lation was enacted in Congress which makes possible the allocation of addi- 
tional Federal funds to communities up to $35 million (Public Law No. 94 of 
1953). These funds will permit the city to complete the pending projects and 
add new ones. The committee has under consideration additional projects 
which will absorb $25 million in additional Federal funds under this bill, and 
has requested the Federal authorities to allocate this additional sum. An ap- 
propriation of $8 million of city funds in the capital budget for 1954 will be 
necessary to compelte this program. An item of $10 million was heretofore 
included for this purpose in the capital program for 1954. This is in addition 
to the $18 million appropriated in past capital budgets to cover the cash portion 
of the city’s one-third share of the cost of title I slum clearance. Even with 
these additional funds, the committee feels that the title I program made pos- 
sible to date with Federal and city assistance is only a start in the necessary 
clearance of slums by private enterprise with public cooperation. 


SITE PLAN 


The proposed site plan indicates three superblocks and the simplified system 
of enlarged streets which replace nine existing blocks and a gridiron system of 
narrow streets. The northwest corner of the project abuts on Washington 
Square Park. 

The north superblock is proposed for educational development. The existing 
10-story School of Commerce Building of New York University will remain. 

The middle and south blocks are proposed for residential development. 
Twenty-one hundred eighty-four apartments, in nine 14-story buildings, will 
be located in an open, park-like setting which will be an extension of the land- 
scaped openness of Washington Square. The housing will be served by the 
shops, offices and other accessory conveniences to be accommodated in the two 
retail buildings on the Fifth Avenue South side of the area. The parking garage 
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on the east side of the project and the scattered grade-level parking spaces more 
than fulfill the requirements for off-street parking facilities. 

This typical site plan shows possible building locations and other site details. 
Actual building locations and other site details will be agreed upon between the 
redeveloper and the committee on slum clearance. 





Square feet, | Area, in 




















area | acres 
eee ane ee | ee. 
Net area of-land for redevelopment___.________.-_.-_..---.- 2-2-2 633, 138 | 14. 53 
Educational area: Net acquisition.-_-..........-......- iodppalthadtreanenp nee 118, 085 2.71 
I, cit icccchnetcneccie iki. cdgtnpitinbaetuae 515, 053 11. 82 
i ania es ca Tien cn ngesadeterndi<nplshanememeanh 461, 353 | 10. 59 
ET EE civ nacspageigedinemsquipesnting op vainiabadteratapaaaea 31, 300 | .72 
Sp on RG ers isi lia dbb bbbdbehkdabaddene’ 22, 400 | 51 
Land covered by apartment buildings_--.-..............-..-..----------.-.--- ae 104, 434 | 2.40 
Keel GO WF Ca hss 36 co ob itd peered th cantingrereesenbbentendens 31, 300 ie 
EAE GI el i err cctitdnntcameérnecerinhisdoatenplvapaemtatieteiias 22, 400 51 
Total land coverage _ -_-....-.- in eamd ealeeen icp mae nathtaeinicaietghtetlan 158, 134 3. 63 
Percentage of coverage of gross housing area for redevelopment: By apart- 
ments duly... .........- ne} dco pubnenirbeteidey)=<gupaeh~dehesteakeinne bbe TE cbacnccdeh 
TORRE eREEe CITI, IU Incense wcmpanacccercanncs feet Gaia eid 91, 000 | 2. 09 
Parkins GAN sik stn S - odd ds cess ot i bafitbenedsdécenbodhidjedescdsldinbead 22, 400 .51 
Total land per apartment for housing area_. -........-.----.--------------.- BE tenes Scena adic 
Total land per construction room for housing area_--.--.................-..-.-- _ . &» eee eee 
pr re a Se 2k SS ee per square foot_. SE ee iasniiasonndipws 
| RE a mez Se es he 2 4d, 


Mr. Mutter. Do you gentlemen agree that a very substantial part 
of the area with which we are concerned is used for other than resi- 
dential purposes ? 

Mr. Leswouu. Mr. Chairman, what you are driving at is in this 
project the great predominant use in the area prior to redevelopment 
was not residential, that is true. All that we want to point out in 
connection with that, is that the law provides specifically that, if your 
‘plan is for predominantly residential use after redevelopment, you 
may choose and select any deteriorating area of any character. 

Mr. Mutter. The law so provides. And, that brings us to the next 
question. What do you intend to do? To what use do you intend 
to put this area ? 

r. Leswout. This area, on 80 percent of it, will be housing accom- 
modations after redevelopment; 20 percent of it will be for educa- 
tional use. 

Mr. Mutter. Now, do you have any diagram indicating what the 
proposed use will be? 

r. Lepwouu. Yes. It is inthesame ratio. 

Mr. Taytor. In our brochure you will see a plan. That gives you 
essentially the redevelopment of the area. Attached to that 1s a sheet 
giving some slight revisions which were made after the hearing before 
the planning commission. . 

r. Mutter. Well, do we need both of these diagrams in our record, 
or can we take the later diagram as indicating the proposed use? 

Mr. Tayxor. I think you can take the later diagram, but I wanted 
to point out that it also shows Simkhovitch houses, which was a pro- 
poset low-income public housing project which has subsequently been 

ropped. That has nothing to do with the type of plan. 

Mr. Mutter. The low-cost public housing project which you indi- 
cate has been dropped was not part of this area, but adjoining it? 
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Mr. Taytor. That is right. It has nothing to do with the title I 
project itself. 

Mr. Mutrer. But the diagram which you now offer to us you say 
indicates the proposed use that will be made of this area after title 
is vested? That isthe one I hold in my hand now. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Moutrer. We will mark that exhibit D and make that a part of 
the record. 

( Exhibit D appears on page 29.) 

Mr. Maness. In connection with the housing development, what 
type of a project will it be ? 

Mr. Leswout. I believe the housing development will be what might 
be termed a pretty high middle-income, probably as high as $40 to 
$45 a room. 

Mr. Maness. What are the present residential rentals ¢ 

Mr. Leswout. In that area? 

Mr. Maness. In that area. 

Mr. Taytor. Well, we will have to refer to the book again. It 
gives an analysis of the present rentals in the back of the book. 

Mr. Leswont. The present residential buildings in that area are, 
of course, old tenement buildings, and I believe the rentals are within 
tenement-rental range. But, of course, we would again point out 
that this is not a program directed at furnishing low or medium rental 
quarters. This is a program directed primarily at clearing slums and 
replacing them with new developments of new character suitable to an 
area so that if we picked a desirable, well located central area like 
this one, we would very much prefer to put on it full tax-paying apart- 
ments of high grade at very high rentals because in that area there 
would be, we think, a constant demand for those apartments, and 
that they would be available to those who would want to live there 
at those rates. On the other hand, where we purchase an area in 
Harlem or an area on the lower East Side, where we feel the demand 
would be for lower rental apartments, or moderate income families, 
we establish projects in which the rent levels are much lower, but the 
primary purpose of this program is not to develop quarters at par- 
ticular rents. It is to clear slums and put in any development that 
is suitable for the area. 

Mr. Murer. We can approve of that, and say that is a highly 
laudable purpose, and I certainly would like to see that done to the 
greatest extent possible, but I think this committee is concerned with 
two things which may be somewhat in opposition to that program. 

If this is being done completely on a city level or State level, we 
would probably not concern ourselves with it, but we are concerned 
with it from two viewpoints. One, are you hurting small business; 
and, No. 2, are you entitled to a Federal grant to do this laudable work 
when the Federal grant is to be applied only in accordance with the 
rules and regulations and the laws laid down in title I, which is very 
specific? You can use Federal moneys to do whatever you please to 
do to aid you in doing that. We do pay for part of it, provided you 
are either clearing a slum-dwelling area or if clearing an area that is 
not a slum-dwelling area you are clearing a blighted area which will 
then be used predominantly for dwelling purposes. Now, if it is not 
a slum-dwelling area being cleared in the first place, or if it is not a 
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blighted area being cleared for the purpose of making it predom- 
inantly residential, this Congress is concerned with whether or not 
funds appropriated under title I are being misused. Do I make myself 
clear? I am not making a finding of fact now. I am merely stating 
the problem as we see it. 

Mr. Leswout. Mr. Chairman, you are making yourself very clear 
and your understanding coincides with mine, and I think, unless you 
were desirous of trying to review, sitting here, investigations and sur- 
veys made by the best: professional consultants we can get in the city, 
and unless you were to try to review findings made by elected officials 
in the city of New York, and planning experts appointed by the city 
of New York and the planning commission, and your own planning 
experts in the Federal agency, you could not find that any part of this 
law was in anyway violated, because the findings required by the law 
have all been made and the fact of predominantly residential use after 
development there can be no issue, so that what you get down to, as I 
see what you are aiming at, is whether this was a deteriorated or de- 
teriorating area to start with, because we have said it, was not a resi- 
dential area, and all of the bodies to which I have referred have passed 
upon the question of whether that was a deteriorated area or a 
deteriorating area. 

Mr. Motrer. Well, the Congress, of course, is always reluctant to 
do anything with reference to a situation which has reached the point 
of consumated contract, but the Congress nevertheless has the power to 
invalidate consumated contracts if they believe that they have been 
executed contrary to the congressional intent as expressed in the law. 
We don’t expect you to guess what the Congress intended, but where 
it is precisely set forth, if there is a violation of that in the use of 
Federal funds, the Congress can invalidate the contracts by refusing 
to appropriate or by the enactment of subsequent legislation withhold- 
ing appropriations already made. 

As I say, the Congress does not like to do that, and rarely does it but 
unfortunately we are in a position where we must make a finding of 
fact as to whether congressional appropriated moneys are being used 
in accordance with the statute which puts us in a position—an unen- 
viable position, I might say—of being required to review what the 
board of estimate has found as a fact, much as we don’t like to do it, 
and determine was this a blighted area and is it going to be used pre- 
dominantly for residential purposes. 

If so, then, I think that is the end of it so far as our inquiry under 
title I is concerned. 

Then, we are further concerned as what we can do, if anything, to 
help the small-business men, if help is indicated, as being needed. 

Mr. Leswout. Well, if what you have in mind is reviewing those 
determinations and reaching your own determination on it, of course 
there is no doubt about the power of your committee to do so, although 
I must say it is startling to find that a subcommittee of Congress is 
reviewing that kind of material which, under the law, has been en- 
trusted to a Federal agency which has been doing it for some time. 
However, I have no doubt that you have power to do so if you like. 
I would merely say that I also have no doubt you will find that the 
findings that were made were amply justified under the law. 

Mr. Mutter. This select committee operates, I might say, in two 
ways, and has done so very successfully all the years of its life, which 
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go back for almost 15 years. It is one of those select or special com- 
mittees that has been specially reconstituted in each session of Con- 
gress. It almost has acquired status or the same standing as a regular 
standing committee. But, as I started to say, we function in two 
ways: One, by constantly inquiring of the agencies of Government 
as to whether or not they are doing what the Congress intended they 
should do, and then trying to get them to do what this committee 
thinks the Congress wanted them to do, and failing to accomplish 
that we then recommend to the legislative committees legislation to 
accomplish that purpose. So, we serve a dual function of a congres- 
sional committee sitting on a Government agency and at the same time 
recommending legislation. 

Mr. Leswout. It is an unique committee. 

Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman, we have in this booklet; which we are 
leaving with you, a section 6 which deals with the commercial obsol- 
escence. I won’t read it to you because you have a whole page of it 
there in case you are interested. In section 7, on page 54, you have 
the residential obsolescence and the current data which refers to the 
rent you have previously asked about. It states in there that the three 
newest residential structures within the square were built in 1927 and 
1928, or 25 years ago. Six are more than 50 years old, some of them 
much older, only 2 of the units now rent for as little as $25 or less per 
month whereas 28 have rents of at least $100 a month. The estimated 
average for the 87 on which data are available is $75 per month and 
the median is between $80 and $89 per month. That covers the obso- 
lescence that is contained in here. 

You will find that this is not by any means the only project of its 
nature that started with the commercial and is rebuilding in housing 
and is strictly within the law, otherwise the Federal Housing and 
Home Finance Agency would never have passed it. 

Perhaps you are contemplating a change in what should be the law 
rather than what is. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Lebwohl made a statement about moving some of 
these commercial projects over to the river area. I remember when 
all of the East River was cluttered up with old dilapidated buildings 
and there were junkyards and other industrial enterprises along the 
river front. I think New York has done an awfully good job in clean- 
ing up all of that area and practically all of it has been replaced with 
residential buildings, low-cost and medium-cost and high-cost. 

Now, what riverfront are you going to move these people to? 

Mr. Leswoutu. Well, I think you are referring to the East River 
down lower Manhattan. 

Mr. Muurer. Yes. 

Mr. Leswout. I was referring to the west side of lower Manhattan 
where the riverfront is used commercially and will be. There is no 
change intended in that riverfront area and also the Harlem river- 
front area in part is commercial as is the Brooklyn riverfront area in 
part. But there are riverfront areas that you have referred to where 
we would certainly not put commercial space in and I was not refer- 
ring to those areas. 

Mr. Mutter. But you do say that there is space available in those 
other riverfront areas that can accommodate some, if not all, of these 
commercial ventures ? 
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Mr. Leswont. Yes. Well, I think the general answer to the accom- 
modation is that survey which showed more than three times the 
amount of space you needed at rentals not out of line with what they 
are paying and, largely, as you will see from the survey, in small 
parcels, that is, under 10,000 feet, which is what most of these tenants 
need. Small areas. And I don’t see how the committee can fail to 
see, in terms of the problem we had and what we are trying to do, I 
don’t see how the committee can fairly see that that constitutes the 
complete answer on the availability of space, and we can’t seriously, 
and I don’t think this committee can seriously, regard a desire to stay 
in the same neighborhood as being the line of reasoning which must 
be followed in trying to develop city planning and rehabilitate areas 
and plan for the future. 

Mr. Motrer. Isn’t this the kind of a project, though, where you 
ought to do something toward paying the moving expenses of these 
people i in these commercial ventures? 

Mr. Leswont. Well, I think you will find what happens, and has 
happened to some extent, is that when the tenants move, in order to 
get possession there is a large foregiveness of rent and sometimes 
some cash payment to get the building. In other words, an owner 
who knows he is under a contract to demolish this building and build 
a new building and who, besides his contract arrangement ‘knows that 
his chance of “making money and making whatever profit he has in 
mind out of it depends on getting his building under way and the 
new buildings rented, very often pays bonuses to get his space, and 
certainly all our experience with projects already under operation in- 
dicates that people who are in these places get various benefits to get 
out. 

Mr. Mutter. Will title be acquired throughout this project through 
condemnation or will there be private negotiation ? 

Mr. Lerwont. There will be both. 

Mr. Murer. Have any contracts been negotiated for acquisition 
outside condemnation ? 

Mr. Leswont. No. As a practical matter, we would not negotiate 
any deals until we have the condemnation set. In other words, the 
city, and I guess the Federal Government as well, would not want to 
have contracts obligating itself to buy some properties and then find 
that, for one reason or another, the condemnation fails. 

Mr. Muurer. The city has already made a substantial investment in 
preparing the project and bringing it to this point? 

Mr. Leswout. I guess we must have about $200,000 in it altogether 
in various ways. Some of that money is Federal planning money 
which has been advanced to us and which would be repaid to the 
Federal Government when the project goes ahead. 

Mr. Murer. Mr. Dalmas, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Datmas. No questions. 

Mr. Mutter. Thank you, gentlemen, unless there is something you 
wish to add. 

Mr. Leswout. No. 

May I just express our appreciation to the committee for the time 
and effort that the members have put into hearing us. 

Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Howley. 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Howley. Will you identify 
yourself for the record? 
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Mr. Howrey. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of this committee 
and counsel, my name is Frank Howley. I am a vice chancellor of 
New York University. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK L. HOWLEY, VICE CHANCELLOR, NEW YORK 
UNIVERSITY 


Mr. Howry. New York University is interested in this particular 
slum-clearance development because we are interested in all slum- 
clearance developments on Manhattan Island. New York University, 
which is probably the largest university in the world, has school loca- 
Lions from one end of Manhattan to the other, starting down at the 
graduate school of business administration. There students who have 
been graduated from more than 80 other colleges are taking post- 
graduate work, up to Washington Square, over to the dental college, 
the great medical center, the schools of fine arts, and finally up op- 
posite the Palisades, the engineering college and the university college. 
What affects New York City therefore affects us. Furthermore, prob- 
ably 85 percent of our students, undegraduates, have come from that 
area, the general overall metropolitan area. 

I might say immediately that the influence on the Nation has gone 
far beyond New York City. In this project I personally have been 
very much bothered by misinformation concerning our role in the 
project and because it is likely to come up again, as it has come up at 
all past meetings, I would like to make a few comments on that. 
Originally we were approached in a customary manner by Mr. Moses’ 
group, who are ee for slum clearance, and asked if we would 
support a study to be made of the Washington Square area to see if it 
was a rundown slum area. This was done, I suppose, in keeping with 
their previous studies of 1949 which had indicated it as one of those 
areas which should be cleared out. We advanced for that study, with 
no strings attached, $25,000. There was nothing under the table, it 
was entirely an honest thing. We supported that, as we support many 
things for the good of the city. I recall that perhaps it was 8 years 
ago we supported another study group to the extent, I believe, it was 
$5,000. Nothing came of that study. We support the study of can- 
cer too. Along with the other moneys from the Damon Runyon 
Fund, New York University, which is a poor man’s college, put in 
more than $200,000 of our limited money each year for the study of 
cancer. 

I don’t need to remind you gentlemen that the influence of those 
studies go all over the United States. 

I have heard insults made at some of the public hearings as to the 
quality of New York University. I don’t have to remind you gentle- 
men of the importance of the serum which has just been developed to 
put an end to the great curse of children all over the world of polio. 
That serum was developed by a graduate of New York University 
School of Medicine. So that in this project, as others, we are interested. 
1 personally consider that a slum or rundown area in any city is in the 
same relationship to a city that cancer is to the human body. We must 
get rid of them. Cities must go forward. It isn’t by chance that the 
word “city” comes from exactly the same Greek word as “civilization.” 
Particularly in New York City the role which education must play, the 
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advice which we must give for the benefit of the city is of great im- 
portance. Hence our role in this slum-clearance project, as in others 
where we don’t happen to be interested in the real-estate part, is a 
natural one and an important one. 

At Washington Square, we have been for more than 120 years. The 
university was started there. 

Incidentally there is a statue of one of the men who created the uni- 
versity as something new to make education available to all. The 
statute has just been cleaned along with the building of the Treasury 
Department. 

I just came past his statue, Albert Gallatin. 

Washington Square is such an attractive place to live, or at least was 
until these areas contributed to it partially because New York Uni- 
versity is there. There is also the environment of mental stimulus of 
young men and women who are studying. That is good for any neigh- 
borhood. We have seen this neighborhood go down and down until 
it is hardly a fit place for people to live or do business. 

I would believe that the clearing out of this rundown area would doa 
great deal for business in New York City. Aside from the obvious fact 
that thousands of persons will live there who will make purchases in 
the neighborhood, we have to bear in mind also that in the neighbor- 
hood there are a great number of ateliers, where artists hammer out 
jewelry and things of that sort. It is very creative and it is a very im- 
portant contribution. The people living down there will buy in this 
area. While, those who are selfishly interested—we can understand 
their selfish interests—while they have, with one device or another, 
blocked this development. At least one business which might have 
stayed alive has died. 

John Wanamaker’s store finally, after holding out in the hope of 
the area coming back for many, many years, finally had to give up and 
throw out of employment more than 1200 people in this immediate 
neighborhood. 

As to all the statistics and facts, I am not qualified to pass upon 
them, except that I have observed in Washington and up in New 
York at all levels that the subject was all studied and discussed thor- 
oughly. I have observed the facts which have been presented by duly 
appointed and elected representatives of the people of the Nation, 
the State and the city. I have also observed the statistics presented 
by those who have particular interests. I have no hesitancy in say- 
ing from a point of view of science, of accuracy of study, we thor- 
oughly endorse the work done by the legitimate agencies of the city 
of New York and your Government. 

I would like to say, by way of contribution to your thinking on 
future legislation, though this is not a qualification of our approval of 
the Federal Housing Act’s implementation, that the point was made 
by some of the opposition that New York University was getting a 
great land break on this; that we were probably going to be able to 
buy at public auction land at $6 a square foot instead of paying $10.50, 
which will probably be the auction price of the commercial part. It 
was decided by the duly appointed agencies that even before the auc- 
tion, New York University would have to meet what was considered 
a minimum—really a fair price based on the same price as the com- 
mercial use. I hope that you will review that in future legislation 
because obviously land which may happen to work in and be suitable 
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for a development which happens to be set aside for education should 
not be judged on the same teas as real estate which is set aside on 
which money will be made. 

New York University, along with all other great institutions, is 
having a very difficult time meeting budgets and yet we are doing 
the necessary things—we are in the manufacturing process without 
which this Nation cannot live 10 years. We are producing the trained 
minds which keep us ahead, not only in the technological fields, but in 
the humanities of understanding. So. therefore, if I may, gentle- 
men, say that we appreciate the thing which all of your agencies have 
done, we appreciate an opportunity to come here and express our 
views. 

We would consider it an absolute outrage, and I think I can speak 
for the more than 500,000 persons who have taken courses at one of 
the schools of New York University, we would consider it an outrage 
to in any way interfere or cause a delay in the carrying through of 
this project which has already been studied so thoroughly and where 
all arguments have been given such careful consideration by judges, 
by appointed members of the executive, by elected officials and by 
appointed boards. 

As for your study of this project for future legislation, I would 
like, on behalf of New York University, to wish you well and to 
thank you. If there is anything we can ever contribute—and we 
have very many good men in these areas of study—if we can con- 
tribute in any way to your work, we will be very happy to do so. 

Mr. Mutter. There are three things, Mr. Howley, before you leave 
us. 

No. 1, we would be pleased to have you send us any suggested changes 
in the law that you think might be appropriate along the lines you 
have indicated. We would be very happy to consider them. 

No. 2, I would like to clear up this question that you referred to as 
the upset price at auction. In other words, while NYU has agreed 
to pay a certain minimum or upset price, that does not mean that 
NYU will acquire the property. You will have to go to a public 
auction and be the highest bidder, or you will not get the property. 

Mr. Howtey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. And the third question is, will any part of this area 
be used by New York University for the erection of dormitories ? 

Mr. Howtey. The property will be used for the erection of build- 
ings by a school which is not supported by State or Federal or city 
funds, and where tuitions only meet about 47 percent of expenses 
now, and where our endowment is really meager, considering it is a 
university which has had in one year as many as 70,000 students. 
It is a little difficult to say how a building will be built, or which 
building it will be, but our plans which are as set as they can be, are 
for the erection on this area, including one block which we own on 
the square, and there is only one other block which will be on 
the square, where our school of commerce is on the corner. We will 
erect there a library, a classroom building, and a student center. The 
student center, the plans are well underway on that. There are at 
the moment no dormitory features involved in that. 

We do have a dormitory over on the other side of the square which 
is a building being completed, where law students will stay. Our 
school of law is on the square also. 
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Mr. Mourer. About what percentage of New York University 
students comes from outside the city of New York? 

Mr. Howtey. It varies greatly, sir. Our school of pedagogy, which 
was one of the first established in the country, which is now called 
the school of education, I think has people from all over the country 
during the summer period particularly. We have great numbers of 
colored schoolteachers who come out of the South, and we have great 
numbers who come out of the West to get their masters and other 
degrees partly as a result of the attraction of the metropolis, and 
par rtly, we like to think, as a result of our soundness in the educational 
field. 

There would be different percentages of other schools. You see 
we have 14. In the case of our graduate school of business adminis- 
tration down at Wall Street, where there are 4,000 students, most of 
them going at night, fewer than half are graduates of New York 
University. Most of them are graduates from all over the country. 
They have minor executive and executive positions, but they do study. 
It would be very difficult to say what percentage is from New York 
City. The undergraduates in past years, a very high percentage is 
from the metropolitan area, but as In my own Case, ‘they go all over 
the world, after they have worked their way through school. More 
than 60 percent of all our students work their way entirely through 
New York University. 

Mr. Mouvrer. That is an unusually high percentage. 

Mr. Howtey. It is a very high percentage, and we are very proud 
that we are a poor man’s school, because the product which is turned 
out—they may start poor in finances, but they turn out as sources of 
very great wealth to the Nation, and to humanity. 

Mr. Muurer. If we could give you the time, you perhaps could stay 
with us for a full week telling the complete story. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Rreximan. I have no questions. 

Mr. Mangss. No questions. 

Mr. Murer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Howry. Thank you. 

(The following was later supplied for the record :) 

New YorK UNIVERSITY, 
New York, N. Y., April 27, 1955. 
Hon. ABRAHAM J. MULTER, 


Chairman, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Mutrer: In accordance with your request made at the public hearing 
Tuesday, April 19, I am writing this letter concerning future legislation dealing 
with slum clearance. 

In the Washington Square southeast project which contains a small part set 
aside for educational purposes, it was decided by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency that the “fair value” (minimum price) which would be acceptable to the 
HHFA would be the same, both for that part of the project to be bought by an 
educational institution, and that part for apartment houses. This decision is 
indicated by the attached telegram which was sent to Commissioner Moses by 
J. W. Follin, the last sentence of which says, “Project should be credited with 
reuse value at least equal to price to be received for other project land for 
residential reuse.” 

This decision compels New York University to guarantee before public auction, 
a minimum of $10.50 per square foot. which is the same minimum which has been 
guaranteed by the apartment interests in the project. New York University has 
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found it necessary to comply with this directive and has agreed to a minimum 
bid of $10.50 per square foot. 

It is not my desire to further prolong the discussion of Washington Square 
southeast because it already has been delayed 2 years and every possible point 
of debate has been thoroughly considered by all agencies concerned, including 
the Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency, the city agencies, and the inter- 
ested parties at Washington Square. 

I do feel, however, that the HHFA decision is not just—to place education, 
where it naturally fits into a development project, on the same dollar basis as 
those who are investing to make money is shortsighted. 

In most cases where schools or other nonprofit institutions have been included 
in slum clearance projects, the inclusion not only helps the city, but as in the 
case of the Washington Square southeast project, increases the value of the 
whole project. 

Previous to the HHFA decision on the Washington Square southeast project, 
the HHFA had permitted a distinction between profit and nonprofit resale price, 
i. e., Long Island University paid $1.62 per square foot in a project which brought 
$2.50 per square foot from the apartment builders and $3.50 per square foot from 
the commercial buyers. 

Thank you for the courtesy which was shown to me at your public hearing. 

Sincerely, 
FrANK L. Howtey, 
Vice Chancellor. 


TELEGRAM TO COMMISSIONER MOSES 


SEPTEMBER 21, 1954. 

Re your telegram September 16 to Administrator Cole. Washington Square 
project acceptable for capital grant providing 2 important questions are resolved, 
1 of which is whether the hundreds of small businesses can satisfactorily relocate 
themselves without unduly affecting the employment of thousands of workers 
and the other whether the proposed price for disposition of the property to be 
transferred to New York University meets the requirements of the Federal 
statute. A specific finding by the board of estimate that such relocation is feas- 
ible would satisfy first question. Regarding second question, project should 
be credited with reuse value at least equal to price to be received for other pro- 
ject land for residential reuse. 


J. W. Fortin, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Cole. 

For the record, this is Mr. Cole recalled. He has already been 
identified. 

Mr. Core. I am Albert M. Cole, Housing and Home Finance Ad- 
ministrator, and with me are Mr. James W. Follin and Mr. Joseph 
Guandolo. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT M. COLE, HOUSING AND HOME 
FINANCE ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES W. 
FOLLIN AND JOSEPH GUANDOLO—Recalled 


Mr. Mutrer. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cote. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I weleome 
this opportunity to discuss a phase of our operations which is of par- 
ticular interest to the Select Committee on Small Business. The slum 
clearance and urban redevolpment or urban renewal program which 
we administer is somewhat complicated and necessarily invoives many 
administrative problems. Hearings of this nature afford us an oppor- 
tunity to inform members of the Congress of these problems and to 
take advantage of the advise and counsel we obtain through these 
mutual exchanges of information and ideas. 
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The Washington Square Southeast project is a project of the city 
of New York to clear a deteriorated area for redevelopment for pre- 
dominantly residential purposes. Like other projects receiving fin- 
ancial assistance under title I of the Housing Act of 1949, the project 
was initiated and undertaken by a local public agency pursuant to 
State and locallaw. The Federal requirements for capital grant assis- 
tance were met. However, the project differs from the normal type of 
presert assisted under title I and has presented unique problems. The 
arge number of business establishments in the project area that will 
be displaced distinguishes it from these norma] projects. 

In the administration of the title I program we have not had any 
other project involving the clearance of commercial and industrial 
properties in such volume, The typical title I project area is predomi- 
nantly residential in character, and commercial and industrial proper- 
ties involved are either incidental or, in any event, less numerous than 
the residential properties. 

As a former Congressman, I fully appreciate the serious concern 
which Members of Congress generally, and the members of the com- 
mittee in particular, entertain for the protection and assistance of 
small businesses everywhere. I believe that a review of the facts relat- 
ing to the Washington Square Southeast project will best explain the 
steps we have taken to protect and assist the small-business establish- 
ments in the project area. Mr. James Follin, our Urban Renewal Com- 
missioner, has prepared a chronological report of these facts for pres- 
entation to the committee. Mr. Follin recognized, at an early stage of 
the project, the possible adverse effect the displacement of business 
firms in the area would have upon business activity in general and upon 
wage earners in particular. 

At his request, a survey of the project area was undertaken by the 
Small Business Administration which employed consultants to prepare 
a report. We gave careful consideration to that report, studying it in 
the light of data and information on the subject submitted to us by the 
city of New York. The information submitted by the city supported 
the conclusion that relocation of the displaced businesses would be 
feasible and was based upon surveys, studies, and advice of eminent 
realtors and consultants employed by the city. 

As this conclusion was not in accord with the views of the consultants 
employed by the Small Business Administration, we studied the prob- 
lem for several months before finally reaching a decision. With your 
permission, Mr. Follin, who is more familiar with the details of this 
matter, will be glad to present his chronological report on the project. 

Mr. Morrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Cole. I was going to sug- 
gest that since it is a half a minute before 12, we might recess at this 
point, particularly since it would be necessary for me to get permission 
from the House to sit while the House is in session today. I hope we 
don’t inconvenience you too much, Mr. Follin, by bringing you back. 
IT don’t think it would be necessary for Mr. Cole to return. We are 
pi pleased to have you with us, but you have other things to do, 

now. 

I might say to those who are present that because of the pressure of 
time upon us, we will sit this afternoon and all through the evening 
if necessary so as to conclude this hearing today. All of the members 
of the committee have other things that will require them to attend 
other committee meetings tomorrow, and it will be impossible to con- 
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tinue tomorrow, and, rather than put it off to a later date, we will sit 
as late as necessary today to take the testimony of all of those who 
desire to be heard. 

I suggest that we recess now until 1: 30. 

(Whereupon the subcommittee recessed to reconvene at 1:30 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Murer. The hearing will please come to order. 


As we recessed, Mr. Follin was about to make his statement. You 
may proceed, Mr. Follin. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES W. FOLLIN, URBAN RENEWAL COMMIS- 
SIONER, HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY; ACCOMPANIED 
BY JOSEPH GUANDOLO, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, HOUSING 
AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY; AND HOWARD J. WHARTON, 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR IN PHILADELPHIA, HOUSING AND HOME 
FINANCE AGENCY 


Mr. Fotirn. Mr. Chairman, I have with me on my left Mr. Joseph 
Guandolo, who is the Associate General Counsel of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency in Urban Renewal, and on my right is Mr. 
Howard J. Wharton, regional director for the Agency in Philadelphia. 
He was in charge of this project at the time it was put through by 
the city of New York. 

Mr. Murer. It did clear through the New York region ? 

Mr. Fouuirn. There was no New York region at the time. At that 
time our forces were all deployed out of Washington. But he was 
the area supervisor who had that territory under his supervision. 

With your permission I should like to present for your considera- 
tion this chronological report outlining the highlights of this Wash- 
ington Square Southeast project and including information which 
answers questions which have been raised respecting the project. 

1. The Washington Square Southeast project was calucieden by 
the city of New York pursuant to powers vested in the city under 
State enabling legislation which has a upheld by the courts. The 
slum clearance and urban redevelopment functions of the city are 
carried out by the committee on slum clearance headed by Robert 
Moses acting under the legislative control of the city’s governing body, 
the board of estimate, composed of the mayor, the comptroller, the 
president of the council, and the president of the five boroughs. 

2. The city of New York initiated the project, selected the project 
area, determined its character and scope, and then prepared and filed 
an application for a capital grant under title I of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended. 

3. The application, which was received by the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency in the latter part of 1953 and completed in February 
1954, indicated that the project area, covering over 1714 acres, was 
bounded on the north by West Fourth Street and Washington Square 
South, on the east by Mercer Street, on the south by West Houston 
Street, and on the west by West Broadway. It further appeared that 
public hearings on the project were held by the city planning com- 
mission on September 9, 1953, and by the board of estimate on January 
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26, 1954. As we do in reviewing all applications for Federal aid, we 
carefully considered the legal eligibility of the project area, the appli- 
cant, and the proposed project activities for which Federal aid was 
requested by the city. The application for a Federal grant submitted 
by the city of New York ndiaien information and data respecting the 
character of the project area and other matters essential for a proper 
review of the application and determination as to whether Federal aid 
would be made available. 

4. The chairman of the city planning commission in his report of 
the commission’s approval of the redevelopment plan for the Wash- 
ington Square Southeast area stated that the commission had found 
that the plan— 
will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the locality 
(New York City) as a whole for the integrated development of the area by 
private enterprise and conforms to the general plan for the redevelopment of 
the locality (New York City) as a whole. 

5. The application data submitted by the city to the agency showed 
that the project area includes nine city blocks of structures used for 
warehouses, lofts, and light industry by 629 firms. In addition, 
dwelling accommodations for 132 families are in the area. 

6. The city’s application data indicate that the following blighting 
factors exist in the project area: 

(a) Obsolete platting with deep, narrow lots; 

(6) Approximately 100 percent land coverage ; 

(c) Inadequacy of off-street parking and loading; 

(d) Traffic congestion ; 

(e) Ninety percent of the buildings are old, obsolete loft build- 
ings, 5 to 8 stories in height, substandard and lacking fireproof 
construction ; 

(7) Of the 16 structures devoted to residential uses, 7 are badly 
run-down, 3 are deteriorated, 5 are fair and 1 good; and 

(g) Of the 1,732 commercial and industrial buildings, 129 are 
deteriorated or badly run-down and 83 percent of the commercial 
structures have been in use for 50 years or more. 

7. The redevelopment plan prepared by the city for the project 
area proposes the conversion of the nine existing blocks into three 
superblocks for predominantly residential uses. Of the more than 
1714 acres, approximately 1014 acres are to be devoted to residential 
uses, 3 acres to educational purposes, and the balance to street widen- 
ings and other purposes. Under the city’s redevelopment plan for the 
project area, the construction of 2,016 rental awélting units are pro- 
posed. ‘The city in its application pointed out that the proposed resi- 
dential reuse of the project area bears a direct relationship to the 
redevelopment of the whole residential area of Greenwich Village. 

Mr. Mcturer. Mr. Follin, may I stop you a moment there? 

You just indicated that of 1714 acres approximately 1014 acres are 
to be devoted to residential use and 3 acres to educational purposes, 
and the balance to street widening and other purposes. What is 
included in “other purposes” ? 

Mr. Foii1n. Some small commercial redevelopment which is shown 
on the map that you have in the brochure. 

Mr. Mvurrer. Will that be in the nature of retail stores to serve the 
community ? 
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Mr. Foxr1n. Practically in all cases retail stores for the residential 
properties that will be created under this plan. ae 

Mr. Mutrer. There will be no industrial or manufacturing in the 
area at all once it is redeveloped ? 

Mr. Foti. No, sir; that is correct. 

8. The capital grant for this project was made pursuant to the pro- 
visions of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended prior to the 
effective date of the Housing Act of 1954. Under section 110(c) of 
this Federal] law, it is provided that any “deteriorated or deteriorating 
area which is to be developed or redeveloped for predominantly resi- 
dential uses” is eligible for Federal aid. The capital grant for this 
project was made to the city of New York on the basis of a determina- 
tion that the project area was a deteriorated area which is to be rede- 
veloped for predominantly residential uses. Under the Federal law, 
if the project area is to be redeveloped for predominantly residential 
reuses, the project area need not be predominantly residential in char- 
acter in the beginning. In other words, an area which is deteriorated 
or deteriorating and is predominantly commercial or nonresidential in 
character is eligible for Federal aid provided it is to be redeveloped 
for predominantly residential use. There is no question about the 
authority under the Federal law to make a capital grant for the project. 
The language of the statute is clear and the legislative history indi- 
cates that this type of project was regarded as legally eligible. 

9. The Federal law includes certain requirements respecting the 
relocation in suitable housing accommodations of families displaced 
from title I project areas. These are defined in section 105 (c). The 
Federal law does not include, however, any provisions respecting 
the relocation of displaced commercial or industrial businesses or 
firms. Notwithstanding the lack in the Federal law of any specific 
directives respecting the displacement of business firms from title I 
project areas, as Director of the Division of Slum Clearance and 
Urban Redevelopment, the predecessor of the Urban Renewal Admin- 
istration, I was concerned about the displacement of the business firms 
in the project area and the possible unemployment which might be 
generated as a result of such displacement of business firms. Also (as 
I explained more fully later in this statement) I questioned whether 
the price for land in the project area which was to be sold by the city 
of New York to New York University was in accord with the re- 
quirements of the Federal law and established policies. In view of 
this concern the application of the city of New York, which was com- 
pleted in February 1954, did not actually culminate into a written 
contract for a capital grant until November 1954. During the inter- 
val every effort was made to have these questions resolved satisfac- 
torily, as I will explain. 

10. On February 23, 1954, I conferred with Administrator Wen- 
dell B. Barnes of the Small Business Administration respecting the 
Washington Square Southeast project. The results of such confer- 
ence were recorded in a letter dated March 2, 1954, addressed by me 
to Administrator Barnes; in such letter I presented certain specific 
questions, as follows, for the consideration of the Small Business 
Administration : 

(a) Would the relocation of the business concerns that would be 
displaced in carrying out the project be feasible in terms of the eco- 
nomic effects upon their activities, employment and other business 
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factors? The answer to this question, it was pointed out, involved a 
determination as to the availability of suitable space to rehouse the 
industries and businesses involved and the feasibility of such 
relocation. 

(6) Whether the Small Business Administration was in a position 
to render, if needed, technical and advisory services to the displaced 
industries and firms in order to assist and facilitate their proper relo- 
cation with the least degree of disturbance to their production or 
business activity and whether the New York office of the Small Busi- 
ness Administration could make its services available to individual 
business concerns which might apply there for loan or other assistance ? 

(c) If the displacement of these industries and business firms were 
deferred for a year or two, whether any prospective change in eco- 
nomic conditions in the interim would add to or detract from the 
feasibility of relocation of these firms ? 

It is further pointed out in such letter that we were deferring final 
action on the pending application of the city until we ascertained the 
views of the Small Business Administration. 

11. In a letter dated March 22, 1954, which we acknowledged on 
March 24, 1954, Administrator Barnes advised us that he would un- 
dertake the survey with respect to the Washington Square Southeast 
area in New York City. Administrator Barnes then arranged, with 
my concurrence, to have the survey made by two well-known realtors, 
namely, Mr. Alexander Summer who had served as a member of the 
President’s Advisory Committee on Governmental Housing Policies 
and Programs and Mr. Thomas McCaffrey, Jr. These consultants 
submitted their report, a copy of which is attached hereto, to the 
Small Business Administration. Under date of May 5, 1954, Admin- 
istrator Barnes forwarded a copy of such report to me, a copy of the 
letter of transmittal being hereto attached, and advised me that upon 
the basis of this report it would be the recommendation of the Small 
Business Administrator that no Federal participation in the project 
should be involved by reason of the adverse effect the project would 
have upon many small businesses. 

12. In brief, Messrs. Summer and McCaffrey reported these conclu- 
sions in such report: 

(a) That on the basis of the survey and analysis of such consultants 
the Small Business Administration was justified in taking an adverse 
view of the Washington Square Southeast project. 

(6) That sufficient space was not available to accommodate the in- 
dustries displaced in carrying out the project and that the available 
space is not suitable and is not at rents equivalent to those prevailing in 
the project area. The consultants stated that it would be advisable to 
delay the demolition of the area until a.time when vacancies become 
widespread. 

(c) The Washington Square Southeast project is basically not a 
slum-clearance project in the sense of projects for which title I funds 
are intended to be allocated or even in the broader interpretation 
recommended by the President’s Advisory Committee. 

13. In a letter dated May 12, 1954, to Hon. Wendell B. Barnes, I 
acknowledged the receipt of Administrator Barnes’ letter of May 5, 
1954, and the report of Messrs. Summer and McCaffrey. In such 
letter of acknowledgement I stated to Administrator Barnes that— 
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your analysis and review of the probable effect of this Washington Square 
project on the numerous businesses and upon employment in the area gives 
authoritative information which will be extremely helpful. I want you to know 
how greatly I appreciate your willingness and effective collaboration with re- 
spect to this matter. 

14. The Summer and McCaffrey report was carefully reviewed and 
analyzed. Such review indicated : 

(a) That Messrs. McCaffrey and Summer had incorrectly construed 
the Federal law in concluding that Federal aid could not legally be 
provided for the project. As stated above, Federal assistance may 
be made available for a deteriorated or a deteriorating area which is 
predominantly commercial or industrial in character provided it is 
redeveloped for predominantly residential uses. The Washington 
Square Southeast project area was predominantly nonresidential in 
character but was planned for predominantly residential reuse and 
thus met such basic Federal eligibility requirements. 

(6) Messrs. McCaffrey and Summer disputed the conclusions of the 
city of New York that there would be available sufficient space to ac- 
commodate the business and industrial firms that would be displaced 
in carrying out the project. 

15. With respect to the question whether the displaced concerns 
could be properly relocated in appropriate space at reasonable rentals, 
we gave serious consideration both to the report of Messrs. McCaffrey 
and Summer and to the information submitted by the city of New 
York. I was concerned that many small businesses would be dis- 
placed and that such displacement might prejudice business activity 
and the employment of wage earners. I deemed it advisable to make 
further inquiries respecting such aspects of the project. My appre- 
hension about the possible adverse effects of the project arose out of 
certain expressions of views on the part of economists and others at 
that particular time respecting a possible impending downward turn 
in economic activity and a consequent lessening of employment. 

While my concern about possible unemployment had been dissipated 
by the rising business trend, nevertheless we concluded that the ques- 
tion was primarily one which the city of New York would have to 
resolve. The project is a city of New York project and any adverse 
results flowing from the displacement of the business firms in the 
area would fall more heavily upon the city of New York, its economy 
and its business life. Accordingly, we deemed it improper for the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency to make final determinations re- 
specting matters which were peculiarly of local concern. Officials of 
the city of New York had been consulted during the survey made by 
Messrs. McCaffrey and Summer. In conformity with our conclusion 
that the question of displacing the business firms was primarily one of 
local concern and em determination, we referred the question for 
waa study and reappraisal by the proper officials of the city of New 

ork. 

16. In a telegram dated September 21, 1954, I inforined Mr. Robert 
Moses, chairman of the Committee on Slum Clearance of the City of 
New York, as follows: 

(a) The Washington Square project was acceptable for Federal 
capital grant provided two important questions were resolved, one 
pertaining to the feasibility of the relocation of the small businesses 
without unduly affecting the employment of thousands of workers and 
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the other pertaining to the proposed price for the property to be sold 
to New York University. 

(6) It was necessary that there be a specific finding by the board 
of estimate that such relocation of the small businesses is feasible. 

(c) It was further required that the project be credited with a 
reuse value of the property sold to New York University which was at 
least equal to the price to be received for the other project land which 
was to be used for residential reuse purposes. 

Thus, through this telegram the question of feasibility of relocation 
of the small businesses displaced through the carrying out of the 
project was placed squarely before the duly constituted governing 
body of the city of New York which is charged with the responsibility 
for safeguarding the interests of the city and its people. <A reconsid- 
eration of the matter by the board of estimate of the city of New York 
was deemed appropriate and any unilateral disposition of the matter 
by a Federal agency would have been entirely inappropriate. 

17. In a telegram sent September 21, 1954, Mr. Moses to me, Mr. 
Moses advised that the slum clearance committee of the city had con- 
sidered my telegram of September 21, 1954, and had determined that 
the committee would recommend to the board of estimate at the execu- 
tive session the following day the adoption of a resolution stating 
that the small-business relocation is feasible and will not unduly affect 
employment, that the top real-estate firms have indicated that there 
is available space for these businesses to move to, and that the city 
will afford every possible aid in the process of relocation. With respect 
to the selling price of the property to be sold to New York University, 
Mr. Moses indicated that the slum clearance committee would recom- 
mend to the board of estimate the adoption of the project subject to 
New York University’s paying the price specified in my telegram. 
This resulted in doubling the proposed price to the university. 

I would like to insert comments at this point, Mr. Chairman, 
respecting the question Mr. Howley brought up this morning of the 
price to be charged for project land to be used for publie or institu- 
tional use, which would include educational institutions. I think I 
should expand this slightly to say that the law, the Federal Statute, 
requires that not less than fair value for the uses presented in the 
redevelopment plan be received for the land which is disposed of in 
any project in which Federal aid is a part. The law does not spell 
out what fair value is. Fair value is not so difficult to determine on 
private reuse of the property, but it is an extremely complicated 
and controversial matter when you come to public use or semipublic 
or institutional use such as a university use. So to resolve the difficulty 
which we had on that particular question, I ruled administratively 
several months before this project came to a head that the fair value 
for public or institutional use would be the fair value for the highest 
and best alternative private use, that is, what a private purchaser 
would be required to pay for the land for the highest and best 
alternative use. 

I have no objection to the Congress making special provision if it 
cares to, for land to be transferred for public or institutional or edu- 
cational use at a special price. But it seems to me that that is a matter 
for the Congress to decide and not for me to decide. 

So the result of applying my interpretation of the fair value for 
institutional use was that New York University will bid in the auc- 
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tion an amount at least equal to what the private developer will bid 
for the bulk of the land which is to go into residential use. 

I thought that explanation, sir, should be added to my statement at 
this point. 

Shall I continue, sir? 

Mr. Mutter. Yes, please. 

Mr. Fotury. 18. Upon the basis of assurances by the city of New 
York respecting the two conditions imposed in my telegram of Sep- 
tember 21, a contract for a capital grant was executed, dated Novem- 
ber 18, 1954, by and between the city of New York and the United 
States of America. The contract provides for a maximum capital 
grant of $8,250,206 and includes, among other conditions, a special 
condition reading as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this contract, the Government shall 
be under no obligation to make a payment on account of the project capital grant 
unless and until the board of estimate of the city of New York shall, by resolution, 
(1) find that the relocation of small business from the project area is feasible 
and will not unduly affect employment and (2) indicate that the city will afford 
all possible aid in the process of relocation of business as well as of residential 
tenants in the project area. 

Compliance with such special condition will constitute a condition 
precedent to the release of grant funds for the project. 

19. With respect to the reuse of the project area for high-rise luxury 
apartments and university purposes, the city of New York through 
its slum clearance committee, its planning commission, and its board 
of estimate determined that to be the proper reuse. If the city of 
New York, in the light of its surveys, plans, knowledge of local condi- 
tions, and citywide planning objectives, determines upon such reuses 
for the project area, and such reuses are not in violation of any F ederal 
law or established policy authorized under Federal law, there is no 
reasonable basis upon which we could, if we should desire, object to 
such proposed reuses. 

With respect to the high-price apartments which are proposed for 
the project area, although the rental for the dwelling units may be 
higher than the rentals which low and middle-income families can 
afford, the city of New York justifies such reuse upon the ground that 
it has made other provision for the housing of the lower income fami- 
lies and that the Washington Square Southeast project area is better 
suited to the more expensive type of housing proposed. Furthermore, 
such use results in a higher return from sale of the land ($10.50 per 
square foot cleared) than other housing use would bring. This higher 
return reduces both the local and Federal subsidy. As Commissioner, 
I am dutybound to consider the most economical project cost, among 
other factors. 

The determination that part of the project area should be devoted 
to educational uses, which means an expansion of the New York 
University facilities, was predicated by the city upon its desire to 
afford this educational institution sufficient space to carry out its 
important functions in the life of the community. There is no basis 
upon which we could object to the statement of this purpose by the 
cit lanning for this project. 

i's should be borne in mind that with respect both to the sale of 
the land for housing purposes and the sale of the land for educational 
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purposes no Federal subsidy is involved. The land is required to be 
sold to the redevelopers, whether they be private builders or educa- 
tional institutions, at its fair value for the uses prescribed in the 
redevelopment plan. 

20. We have been advised that a suit against the city (Bleecker 
Luncheonette v. Wagner et al.) to prevent the city’s carrying out the 
Washington Square Southeast project, which was filed by and in 
behalf of certain property owners in the area, has been dismissed by 
a lower court in New York. We do not know whether an appeal 
therefrom may be taken. - 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, 
Or¥ricE oF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington 25, D.C., May 5, 1954. 
Mr. J. W. Fortin, 
Director, Division of Slum Clearance and Urban Redevelopment, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Foti: In your letter of March 2, 1954, you requested our views 
relative to the slum clearance and urban redevelopment project of the city of New 
York in the Washington Square area, a plan which is officially identified as 
“Washington Square southeast project.” You stated with reference to this proj- 
ect that there are “questions which we believe may be of sufficient importance to 
warrant the consideration of your Administration and to justify calling upon 
your Administration to make a study, render such advice and counsel to us as 
you deem appropriate, and perform such services for the business concerns that 
may be displaced as may be within your power and ability.” 

I replied to your letter under date of March 22, pointing out the services that 
we are in a position to perform for the business concerns that might be displaced. 
As far as loans to these firms are concerned, I pointed out that they would have 
to meet the loan standards set by Congress for financial aid from the Small 
Business Administration. 

In the same letter, I advised you that I was appointing two qualified consult- 
ants to make a survey of the Washington Square area for the purpose of obtain- 
ing the necessary information on which to base the advice and counsel which you 
requested of us relative to this project. These consultants are men eminent in 
the realty field and their names are no doubt familiar to you. They are: 

Mr. Thomas McCaffrey, Jr., president of Thomas McCaffrey Co., Pittsburgh, 
Pa., a past national president of the Society of Industrial Realtors; 

Mr. Alexander Summer, past president of the National Association of Real 
Estate Boards and a member of the President’s Advisory Committee on Govern- 
ment Housing Policies and Programs which reported to the President in 
December 1953. 

I am enclosing a copy of their report along with their letter of transmittal. 
The report of these two experts is definitely adverse to the project and I think 
their reasons are well stated. It would be the recommendation of this agency, 
based upon this report, that there be no Federal participation in this project by 
reason of the adverse effect it would have upon many small businesses. 

Their report, I believe, answers the questions which are contained in your 
letter of March 2. As for question (1), the report states that there is not avail- 
able sufficient space suitable for the small businesses involved, that present 
vacancies are not well situated to serve the needs of the displaced firms and the 
rentals for the available space are not reasonable and within the means of the 
industries and business concerns involved. 

As for question (3), while the experts are in no position to speculate as to 
whether there would be any prospective change in economic conditions in the 
next year or two, they do hold the opinion that as of today space is so tight in 
New York that the present is not an appropriate time for embarking on any 
project which would displace so many small businesses. 

In question (3), you ask further “In an operation such as this, involving the 
displacement of so many businesses and perhaps jeopardizing for even a limited 
period of time the employment opportunities and earnings of such a large number 
of people, is there involved a matter of high administrative policy warranting 
consideration of the project in the light of such policy?” The consultants have 
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found that there is such a matter of high administrative policy involved— 
namely, a question as to whether or not this is a slum clearance project in the 
sense that Congress intended and whether or not the approval of this project 
might constitute an undesirable precedent. 


I trust this report will prove to be of benefit to you in your deliberation on this 
project. 


Sincerely yours, 
WENDELL B. Barnes, Administrator. 


REPORT ON WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST PROJECT 
Submitted by Mr. Thomas McCaffrey, Jr., and Mr. Alexander Summer 


This is a report submitted by us concerning the slum clearance and urban 
redevelopment project in the city of New York in the Washington Square area— 
a plan which is officially identified as the “Washington Square southeast proj- 
ect.” We were appointed by Mr. Wendell B. Barnes, Administrator of the Small 
Business Administration, to make an independent survey and analysis of this 
project in order to give Mr. Barnes a basis for a recommendation. This report 
contains our findings. 

We made an on-the-spot check and review of the Washington Square Southeast 
project. We inspected the area in question and surrounding areas. We checked 
the official report on the Washington Square Southeast project issued by the 
committee on slum clearance, published in August 1953. We both discussed the 
project with many of the principals involved such as Mr. Robert Moses, con- 
struction coordinator and chairman of committee on slum clearance; Messrs. 
Harry Taylor and John Beggs, director and assistant director of the committee 
on slum clearance. Mr. McCaffrey also talked to Chancellor Heald, chancellor of 
New York University and with members of the opposition to the project such as 
Edwin A. Storms, president Storms-Harvey Equipment Co., Inc.; Joseph Shepp, 
president Amatex Corp.; Joseph Adams, president Standard Paper Box Ma- 
chine Co., Inc., and Allan G. Trebach, attorney for some of the firms in the area. 

There is no doubt but that the Small Business Administration is vitally inter- 
ested in this project because of the impact it will have on small business con- 
cerns. The city of New York admits that there are 629 industrial and com- 
mercial occupants in the Washington Square Southeast project area engaged 
in occupations ranging from light manufacturing to warehousing and wastepaper 
collection. In addition to these enterprises, the city states there are a variety of 
stores, luncheonettes and similar usages related to the industrial and commer- 
cial usage. It has been asserted that 1,500 business concerns, in all employing 
some 15,000 employees on an snnual payroll of over $40 million, will be dis- 
placed by the clearance operations. According to the report of the committee 
on slum clearance, there are only 132 residential families living in 16 buildings out 
of a total of 191 in the area. Of all the buildings, 175 are occupied for commer- 
cial or industrial uses. 

On the basis of our survey and analysis, we believe that the Small Business 
Administration is justified in taking an adverse view of the Washington Square 
project. 

= of * x * * * 


The city of New York has submitted evidence indicating that there is sufficient 
available space to accommodate the industries displaced in carrying out the 
project, that the available space is suitable for the industries involved, is well 
situated, and is renting at prices equivalent to those prevailing in the project 
area. 

These conclusions are disputed by our consultants. According to a recent sur- 
vey by the New York Real Estate Board, the vacancy rate for all lofts in Man- 
hattan is now one-half of 1 percent. There are 3 million square feet of industrial 
and commercial floor space involved here and only 3 million square feet of loft 
and industrial space is available in Manhattan. This ratio of 1 to 1 is in- 
adequate. A ratio of 4 or 5 to 1 is the minimum that would be needed. Each 
available space has unique requirements insofar as facilities, layout and floor 
space are concerned; a business simply cannot be yanked out and jammed into 
an open space. It seems, too, that the price of such space would be higher for 
many tenants. Many who now pay 50 cents or 60 cents per square foot would 
be jacked up to 75 cents and more, 

The standard real-estate lease in New York contains an eminent domain clause. 
This precludes most tenants from getting the benefit from the price paid by the 
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city in eminent domain. Any margin in price over the current market value 
inures to the owner. The tenant does not even get any reimbursement for cost of 
moving or for cost of relocation. 

It has been argued that even if adequate space is not available in Manhattan, 
there is certainly such space available in the Bronx, in Brooklyn or in Queens. 
This contention has not been clearly substantiated but, if true, is not necessarily 
practicable for many of these tenants. Consider the fact that most of their 
customers and suppliers are in Manhattan; facilities in the other boroughs are 
not the same as in Manhattan; they might lose some of their employees and 
customers in moving. 

The report of the committee on slum clearance states: “Prior to World War II 
a large percentage of vacant space had existed for which there was no demand, 
and only space shortages caused by war changed this condition. This now shows 
signs of recurrence, This location being a marginal area, it will be one of the 
first in which vacancies will appear.” 

This concedes that space is tight in New York and that the need which arose 
during the war still continues. Such being the case, it would be advisable to 
delay the demolition of this area until a time when vacancies become widespread. 

* * ok * * oe ce 


The Washington Square project is basically not a slum clearance project in 
the sense of projects for which title I Federal funds are intended to be allocated 
or even in the broader interpretation recommended by the President’s Advisory 
Committee. The area does not qualify as a “slum” area since it is not an area of 
blight, substandard, infested, deteriorated or obsolete buildings. The greater 
part of the area consists of commercial structures of varying age and condition. 
Redevelopment of this area would accomplish only aesthetic results and the 
public funds appropriated would not be used for “slum” clearance in the sense 
of elimination of substandard or obsolete buildings. 

We made a tour of adjoining areas and found many which would qualify as 
“slum” areas. These areas are to remain intact while a predominantly com- 
mercial area would be demolished. Not too far, for example, from the Washing- 
ton Square project are the slum areas east of the Bowery. If this project is 
approved and undertaken, it would constitute a highly dangerous precedent. It 
has been the common experience after a slum clearance plan has been blueprinted 
and announced that a public clamor has followed from the families who are to be 
displaced. Since these families are paying low rents, it is quite a problem to 
resettle them eisewhere at comparable rents. The political pressure for stopping 
a project when residential areas are being razed is therefore a formidable prob- 
lem. This political pressure is minimized when business firms much fewer in 
number and presumably much better financed are the victims. The Washington 
Square project was originally launched to include a residential area which was, 
temporarily at least, abandoned because of protests. 

The temptation, however, to shift slum clearance from residential to usable 
commercial areas, for the reason stated above or for any other reason, should be 
firmly resisted—particularly in a case of this type which might set a precedent. 
It would be a subversion of the entire slum clearance program with all the social 
objectives involved. 

After all, there are an infinite number of slum areas to be attacked without 
making a diversion into usable commercial areas. Mr. Summer, who served on 
the President’s Committee on Housing, points out the following paragraph from 
the report of the Committee, page 111: 

“The above figures would indicate a budget of $1,500 million annually for slum 
clearance alone, if the job were to be done in 10 years. At an annual expenditure 
of $300 million for slum clearance (nearly 5 times the present rate) it would take 
50 vears to clear the present substandard units from all cities. If we continue 
only at a present rate of clearance and rely on demolition alone to eliminate 
slums, it will take us something over 200 years to do the job.” 

* * cd * ck * * 


Even conceding that nonresidential areas might be considered slums, this area 
could hardly be described as such. The report of the committee on slum clear- 
ance is heavily slanted throughout in the direction of characterizing this area in 
its worst terms ; however, the facts contained in the report itself lead to a differ- 
ent conclusion. On page 44 we find a survey conducted by Wood, Dolson, Inc., 
to determine the condition of the structures within the project site. For com- 
mercial and industrial buildings the report is: Good 2.9 percent; fair 16.8 per- 
cent : deteriorated 63.5 percent ; badly run down 16.8 percent. 
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According to this survey, a “deteriorated” grading means a building requiring 
painting and repairs; “badly run down” means that it is in need of major repair. 
It thus appears that at its worst, only 16.8 percent of the buildings within this 
area are damaged in one way or another although they may be economically use- 
ful even in their present state. 

There are many arguments in the report which seem less impressive when care- 
fully examined. The report states that 82 percent of the commercial buildings 
are obsolete, being more than 50 years old. This obsolescence is attributed to 
the fact that in the last 50 years the revolution in our economic progress has rev- 
olutionized the design and construction of industrial buidings. The report does 
not consider the fact that this obsolescence would be a reason for demolishing 
most of the industrial area of New York, not only this particular district. The 
report refers to the fact that the area relies on a trucking operation which causes 
the narrow streets to be continually jammed with trucks causing traffic stoppages. 
This unfortunately, however, is the situation in large parts of Manhattan which 
is notoriously overcrowded. 


Mr. Mutrer. Do either of your associates care to add anything to 
your principal statement ? 

Mr. Guanpoxo. I have nothing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wuarron. And I have nothing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Follin, judgments of different people necessarily 
will differ, and I am sure the Congress is not going to try to review 
the exercise of discretion or judgment on agencies of Government, 
where they are based upon facts from which the inference arrived at 
can be properly drawn. It is obvious there is a difference of opinion as 
to whether or not this was or was not a blight area. I do not think 
there can be any difference of opinion as to what the intended use is 
going to be of the property, and I suppose you can get almost as many 
people to say that it was not a blight as that it was. ‘I think that in that 
respect the Congress would pr obably find that it will go along with 
the official determination of the oa of Estimate of the C ity of New 
York, that it was a blight area. I do not think, unless there is some 
testimony that is going to be offered to contradict the intended use, 
there will be any doubt as to whether it will be predominantly used for 
dwellings after redevelopment. 

In your contract with the city of New York you pointed out that 
you required the city authorities to assume the burden of the determi- 
nation of whether or not this was a blight area and should be cleared 
under title I. You did also exercise your independent judgment as to 
that according to documents submitted to us. I do not know that any- 
one can find fault with that. 

You also inserted in your contract a condition to protect small busi- 
ness, and I will quote from it as follows: 


Indicate that the city will afford all possible aid in the process of relocation 
of business as well as residential tenants in the project area. 


Now I would like to have you tell the committee what is meant there 
by “all possible aid.” 

Mr. Foun. Well the city promised that they would establish an 
office in the area and offer assistance to any firm that asked for it. It is 
a process somewhat akin of what is required by the law and is carried 
out in all projects on the relocation of families, except that in that case 
it is required that the city definitely offer the aid specifically to each 
family and we see to it that that is done, whereas in this case the city 
said they would set up an office to which anyone who desired assistance 
could come. It was their suggestion pretty largely that they do this, 
although there is no obligation either under the State statute or the 
Federal statute that the city should do so. 
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_Mr. Morrer. Both the Federal agency and your agency and the 
city of New York agreed that it was desirable to have that kind of a 


provision written into the contract and it was written into the con- 
tract ¢ 


Mr. Fottrn. That is right. 

Mr. Mutter. Now what I am trying to find out is whether or not 
the word “aid” simply means assistance as in trying to find a place 
into which they can move both the residential tenant and the com- 
mercial tenant, or does it really mean what it says, “all possible aid,” 
and does that mean financial assistance in accomplishing the move? 

Mr. Fortin. We have no objection to their making financial assis- 
tance available because the city, of course, will impose the obligation 
os nine the relocation of business upon the redeveloper who buys 
the land. 

New York, you know, uses a somewhat different system of clearing 
the land, removing the tenants, and demolishing than is the case 
throughout the rest of the United States, and it makes an allowance 
in the price which is bid by the successful redeveloper. It makes an 
allowance for the expense of relocating the people, managing the 
property, and demolishing the structures. So Iam quite sure that the 
city, as we would, would be pleased with any assistance, financial 
assistance, which the redeveloper would give the tenant. But there 
is not a strict liability or obligation on the part of the redeveloper to 
do that in the present instance. 

Mr. Muurer. Well you and the city representatives are in agree- 
ment that the words in the contract, “all possible aid,” does not include 
any obligation on the part of the city to give any financial assistance 
other than that actually required by law in the course of the condem- 
nation. In other words there is no obligation on the part of the city 
or the redeveloper or the purchaser of this property after it is put up 
for sale to actually pay the tenants the cost of moving ? 

Mr. Fortin. No, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. The only obligation that was intended to be covered 
by these words “all possible aid” is that indicated heretofore by the 
city representatives, to wit : setting up a local office to render assistance 
to the occupants of this area in finding a place into which they can 
move? 

Mr. Fortin. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Mutter. Taking hindsight rather than foresight as your guide, 
do you think you might have been able to prevail upon the city author- 
ities to pay for part of the cost for moving these tenants ? 

Mr. Fori1n. I doubt, Mr. Chairman, if the Comptroller General of 
the United States would uphold us in spending Federal funds for 
that purpose, and we would pay two-thirds of that cost, you see, under 
the contract. 

Mr. Moutrer. Do you have any questions, Mr. Dalmas ? 

Mr. Datmas. No questions. 

Mr. Mutter. Do you have any questions, Mr. Maness? 

Mr. Maness. None at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Murer. Mr. Riehlman has gone out of the room for a little 
while, and if you will stay for a while and give him a chance to ask 
you questions, if he has any, he may address them to you upon his 
return. 
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Mr. Foun. I will be ha Py to, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Jules Abels. 
You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JULES ABELS, OFFICE OF THE ECONOMIC ADVISOR, 
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY PHILIP 
McCALLUM, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL, SMALL BUSINESS 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Apets. My name is Jules Abels. Iam Economic Adviser to the 
Small Business Adaadileteation of which Mr. Wendell B. Barnes is the 
Administrator. 

Shortly after he had received it, Mr. Barnes showed me a letter, 
dated March 2, 1954, from J. W. Follin, Director, Division of Slum 
Clearance and Urban Development, Housing and Home Finance 
Agency. In this letter, Mr. Follin stated that the city of New York 
had submitted an application for a capital grant to assist the city 
in carrying out a project identified as the Washington Square South- 
east project. He stated also that he had received a protest against 
undertaking this project in which it was asserted that 1,500 business 
concerns employing some 15,000 employees and with an annual pay- 
roll of over $40 million would be displaced by the clearance opera- 
tion. In view of the large scale displacement of business concerns 
involved, Mr. Follin asked the Small Business Administration for 
its advice as to specific questions, which he stated were— 
of sufficient importance to warrant the consideration of your Administration and 
to justify calling upon your Administration to make a study, render such advice 
and counsel to us as you deem appropriate and perform such services for the 
business concerns that may be displaced as may be within your power and 
ability. 

On March 22, Mr. Barnes addressed a letter to Mr. Follin in reply. 
He stated : 


If agreeable to you, I am prepared to appoint two qualified consultants to 
make a survey of this area for the purpose of obtaining the necessary infor- 
mation on which you might base your decision to go ahead with the project or 
not. 

Mr. Barnes appointed for that purpose two highly eminent ex- 
perts, well-known in that field and of indisputable professional com- 

tance, Mr. Thomas McCaffrey, Jr., and Mr. Alexander Summer. 
Mr. Thomas McCaffrey, Jr., is president of Thomas McCaffrey Co., 
Pittsburgh, Pa., and the past national president of the Society of In- 
dustrial Realtors. Mr. Alexander Summer is president of Alexander 
Summer Co. of Teaneck, N. J., past president of the National Associ- 
ation of Real Estate Boards and was a member of the President’s 
Advisory Committee on Government Housing Policies and Programs 
which reported to the President in December 1953. 

Mr. Barnes asked me to serve as a liaison between the Small Busi- 
ness Administration and these experts in order to assist and cooperate 
in every way so that a survey and a report could be made with the 
maximum thoroughness and effectiveness and the advice and counsel 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency desired could be supplied. 

I conferred with Mr. McCaffrey by phone in New York around 
April 10, discussing with him the nature of the information requested 
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by the Housing and Home Finance Agency. I relayed to him a list 
of names of persons in New York, public officials and private indi- 
viduals, suggested by the HHF A, who were familiar with the problems 
concerning the Washington Square project. On April 13, I went to 
New York and met Mr. McCaffrey and Mr. Summer, and discussed 
exhaustively the results of their investigation. I acted more or less as 
a secretary making notes on my conversations with them. 

On my return to Washington, I transcribed these notes and prepared 
a summary which I sent to both Mr. McCaffrey and Mr. Summer for 
their comments. alterations, deletions, additions, etc. After these 
changes, a report was signed by both Mr. Summer and Mr. McCaffrey 
and submitted to Mr. Barnes, who, in turn, transmitted this report to 
Mr. Follin on May 5, 1954. In his original letter to Mr. Barnes of 
March 2, 1954, Mr. Follin had asked for advice and assistance regard- 
ing three specific questions. They were as follows: 


(1) Will the relocation of all these business concerns that will be displaced 
by this project be feasible in terms of the economic effects upon their activities, 
employment, and oither business factors? In other words, is there available suf- 
ficient space which is suitable for the industries and businesses involved? Is 
such space well situated to serve the needs of the displaced firms? Are the rentals 
for the available space reasonable and within the means of the industries and 
business concerns involved? Are the displaced industries and firms in a position 
to bear the expense of relocating their businesses with resources of their own 
or through loans from private or public sources, including perhaps loans by the 
Small Business Administration? 

(2) We should also like to know whether the Small Business Administration 
is in a position to render, if needed, technical and advisory services to these 
displaced industries and firms in order to assist and facilitate their proper reloca- 
tion with the least degree of disturbance to their production or business activity. 
If for any reason you cannot render such assistance with respect to the entire 
project area, is it possible for you to instruct your New York office to make its 
services available to individual business concerns which may specifically apply 
there for loan or other assistance? 

(3) If the displacement of these industries and business firms is deferred for a 
year or two, would any prospective change in economic conditions in the interim 
add to or detract from the feasibility of relocation? In an operation such as this, 
involving the displacement of so many businesses and perhaps jeopardizing for 
even a limited period of time the employment opportunities and earnings of such 
a large number of people, is there involved a matter of high administrative policy 
warranting consideration of the project in the light of such policy ? 


In his letter of May 5, 1954, Mr. Barnes stated: 


Their report, I believe, answers the questions which are contained in your 
letter of March 2. As for question (1), the report states that there is not avail- 
able sufficient space suitable for the small businesses involved, that present vacan- 
cies are not well situated to serve the needs of the displaced firms and the rentals 
for the available space are not reasonable and within the means of the industries 
and business concerns involved. 

As for question (3), while the experts are in opposition to speculate as to 
whether there would be any prospective change in economic conditions in the 
next year or two, they do hold the opinion that as of today space is so tight in New 
York that the present is not an appropriate time for embarking on any project 
which would displace so many small businesses. 

In question (3), you ask further, “In an operation such as this, involving 
the displacement of so many businesses and perhaps jeopardizing for even a 
limited period of time the employment opportunities and earnings of such a 
large number of people, is there involved a matter of high administrative policy 
warranting consideration of the project in the light of such policy?’ The con- 
sultants have found that there is such a matter of high administrative policy 
involved; namely, a question as to whether or not this is a slum-clearance 
project in the sense that Congress intended and whether or not the approval of 
this project might constitute an undesirable precedent. 
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As for question (2) concerning the services of the Small Business 
Administration, Mr. Barnes had answered that query previously with- 
out reference to the realty experts in his letter of March 22, in which 
he explained the circumstances and limitations which might govern 
the loans and technical and advisory services by the Small Business 
Administration to displaced industries and firms to assist and facili- 
tate their proper relocation. 

Mr. Barnes at no time expressed any personal opinion concerning 
the Washington Square project nor did any personal opinion of myself 
enter in any way into the findings made by the report. The role of 
the Small Business Administration was confined solely to executing 
the request which had been made to us by the HHF A. 

On May 12, 1954, Mr. Follin acknowledged the receipt of the report 
by Messrs. McCaffrey and Summer, expressing his great appreciation. 


He said: 


This report will be of great assistance to us in our dealings with the New 
York authorities in their application for Federal aid in carrying out this 
project. 

Mr. Barnes has authorized me to state that if this project is under- 
taken despite the recommendation made by the realty experts, the 
Small Business Administration will do everything within its power 
to help the small businesses which will be displaced, rendering every 
type of financial, technical, and advisory service within its authority 
including help in locating new quarters. 

Now, Mr. Multer, I have a report here of Mr. McCaffrey and Mr. 
Summer which I would read to you, if you wish. 

Mr. Mutrer. I do not think it is necessary to read it. It will be 
made a part of the record. It is part of Mr. Follin’s statement also. 
We will reproduce it in the record only once. 

Do any of your associates care to add anything to that ? 

(No answer.) 

Mr. Mutter. Do you have any questions, Mr. Dalmas? 

Mr. Datmas. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Muurer. Mr. Maness? 

Mr. Maness. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Abels, Mr. McCaffrey, Mr. Summer, and yourself visited New 
York? 

Mr. Asers. I met them in New York. They were in New York 
and they conducted this survey. I did not accompany them on the 
surveys. 

Mr. Maness. They made the survey themselves ? 

Mr. Apets. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maness. And in the survey they found that small businesses 
will be affected by this redevelopment ? 

Mr. Azets. They will be affected adversely ; yes. 

Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Abels, there is obviously a difference of opinion 
between the experts whom your agency employed and the Housing 
Agency people and their experts as to whether or not this was a blight 
area ? 

Mr. Azets. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. I notice that your experts indicate that there are other 
slum areas including other slum-dwelling areas in Manhattan. In 
making a choice between this area and any of the other areas, do not 
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we get into the question of the exercise of judgment by the city authori- 
ties as to which area they should clear first ? 

Mr. Azets. Yes, sir; that is a judgment to be made by the city. 

Mr. Mourer. One of the questions that has never been determined 
by the House Banking and Currency Committee or, I believe, any other 
committee for that matter, has come before us every time we have con- 
sidered housing legislation, and that is which should come first. 
Should you build new dwellings first or should you tear down the slum 
dwelling, and we have never found an answer. You will find as many 
good arguments for one case as the other. If you put up the new ones 
first people will move out of the slum areas into the better housing 
which is vacated by those who leave the “better than slum housing” to 
move into new homes created for them. 

In other words, the argument is constantly made to put up new 
structures even though beyond the economic level that the slum dweller 
can afford, then somebody along the line will move into the high- 
priced new dwelling and eventually you get enough low-priced good 
housing vacated so the slum dweller can be moved out of the slums 
and into the housing. I do not think we are ever going to satisfac- 
torily determine the question. I am afraid that, so far as Congress 
is concerned, we will in each instance have to leave that to the Tocal 
authorities to make the decision as to which area within their localit 
would be cleared first. And I am sure that no matter which area is 
cleared first, there will be objections from some people that we ought 
to clear the other first. 

I am afraid the congressional committees can only offer sympathy 
to the objectors. But we do have a real problem here as to what to 
do with these small-business people. I think it creates a much greater 
problem than moving the people who live in this area, because there are 
comparatively few people living in the area. But we do have a very 
substantial slice of the commercial economy of Manhattan involved 
here that will have to be moved out, and I am concerned, and I know 
my colleagues are concerned, as to what we can do to help those people. 

Does your agency have any suggestions ? ; 

Mr. Axsets. Well we are going to make a list of all available busi- 
ness facilities in the area. We are going to compile this register of 
facilities and bring it toe the attention of all these firms. I think that 
is about the most effective thing that we can do. 

Mr. Mutter. Have any of these people been in to the New York 
regional office of SBA to determine what technical assistance or 
financial assistance may be made available to them ? 

Mr. McCatium. May I answer that question. 

I understand, Mr. Multer, that some persons in the area have been 
in. I understand also that our New York regional office is making 
a list of the businesses in the project area and that the office is also 
requesting people who have space to rent in the area, in the vicinity, 
in Manhattan or elsewhere in the general area, to list with our New 
York regional office that space. 

Now, of course, I think we will endeavor to render financial assist- 
ance to small business concerns in the area, to assist them in their 
moving problems, assuming always, of course, that they qualify as 
eligible small businesses under our lending standards. I am sure that 
we will follow closely the work of the bureau set up by the city of 
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New York to assist these businesses, and if we can add to that in any 
way in meeting the needs of the small-business concerns in the area 
IT am sure we will doso. , 

Mr. Mutter. I noticed that the experts engaged by the Small Busi- 
ness Administration reported about a year ago that the situation as 
it affects these small-business men might be alleviated if nothing was 
done in the area for one or two years. At least one year has since 
gone by. Can you tell us whether the situation has changed any? 

Mr. McCautitum. We have no further information on that subject 
this afternoon. 

Mr. Mutter. Well possibly some of the occupants of the area who 
are here can furnish us some information on that. 

Thank you, Mr. Abels. 

Mr. Rosenstein ? 

Mr. Rosenste1n. Mr. Chairman, my name is Barney Rosenstein, 
401 Broadway, New York 13. N, Y., attorney for Washington Square 
Neighbors Association. 

Mr. Mutter. Before you get into your statement, Mr. Rosenstein, 
TI believe that you are also the attorney for the plaintiff in the action 
that has already been referred to that was determined by Mr. Justice 
Eder of the New York Supreme Court and is now on appeal to the 
appellate division of the Supreme Court ? 

Mr. Rosenstetn. That is right, sir, and before I proceed with my 
formal statement, I was going to take the opportunity of responding 
very briefly to some of the questions raised this morning in connection 
with that lawsuit and one or two other things, if you would permit 
me. I will be very brief. 

Mr. Mutrer. I would like to have you tell us, if you will, please, 
whether or not the plaintiff is acting on his own. Is he just an indi- 
vidual complainant, or is the suit in the nature of a test suit on behalf 
of other people in the area, and also tell us something about the history 
of this suhington Square Neighbors Association. Is it something 
new or an old organization and what its constituency may be. 

Mr. Rosenstern. The lawsuit referred to is against the city of New 

York as a taxpayer’s suit under New York State law. It is brought 
in the name of Bleecker Luncheonette in form, but actually is spon- 
sored financially and in other ways supported by at least 200 businesses 
and people in the affected area. There may be more than that, but 
that is a conservative estimate. 
_ These people, businesses and residents, are members of the Wash- 
ington Square Neighbors Association which is an unincorporated asso- 
ciation formed some years ago when the project first got underway. 
They opposed it, and when title was about to vest in the city an appli- 
cation was being made in our State Supreme Court. This action was 
started as the legal means of attempting to stop it. Bleecker Lunch- 
eonette in a sense, I might say, has sort of stuck its neck out by having 
assigned to it down there but perhaps it will become another Saint of 
chow Street down in the area. Does that answer your question, 
sir? 

Mr. Moturer. Yes; I think it does. 

Mr. Rosensretn. There was one other question that had been posed 


. eee of rent control. I might take the opportunity to respond 
o that. 
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T have had some experience with the ae of law. Ten years ago I 
was Chief of Rent Enforcement, OPA, in New York, and since then 
have practiced in the field. 

Under the New York State commercial and business space law, when 
space becomes vacant, ever since March of 1950, that space becomes 
decontrolled. It is only the tenant who was controlled and not the 
space, unlike the New York State residential rent control law. So. 
if these tenants are forced out of this area and are looking into vacant 
areas, they must pay whatever the traffic will bear and have no protec- 
tion at all. 

The other point was raised about the New York State Legislature 
having recently enacted and extended the current business space and 
commercial rent law. Recently, only some weeks ago, our New York 
State Legislature extended the business space and commercial rent law 
again. 

“Mr. Muurer. Has the Governor signed that bill? 

Mr. Rosenstern. The Governor signed that bill, and it is now in 
effect without any changes of any consequence whatever which affect 
this picture, sir. And all these same arguments and surveys which 
are referred to here this morning about vacancy ratios, et cetera, were 
submitted there at the hearings and, again, the committee recom- 
mended that it be adopted, and the Governor likewise signed the bill 
finding that shortages still do exist in New York State. 

Mr. Mutter. Do you know whether or not the mayor and the city 
council or both sent a message to the State legislature asking for the 
extension of the New York commercial rent law? 

Mr. Rosenstetn. I do not know, but I can find that out and submit 
a copy of the message, if you wish, sir. 

The other point was a misstatement made with respect to the law- 
suit and it was important, but no stay was vacated. What actually 
happened was an application was made before the appellate division, 
and the city orally agreed that they would take no action with respect 
to the property while the case was pending, and, therefore, no stay 
was granted. They argued it might have some psychological effect 
if it were granted, and that was their position. 

The case has been added to the calendar for May 24. I have the 
record on appeal already printed here. That means that there would 
not be any decision probably until some time in June in the appellate 
division. 

Mr. Mutter. Your application was for a stay. Upon your appli- 
cation for a stay, and upon the representation of the city corporation 
counsel to the court that they would take no action in the meantime, 
the court denied your application for a stay and in the same order 
directed that the case be added to the calendar for May 24? 

Mr. Rosenstern. Right. I asked that it be added to an earlier 
calendar, but the earliest calendar that the court had was May 24. 

Mr. Mutrer. Was there a temporary stay in the order to show 
cause ? 

Mr. Rosenstet1n. No: there was none. And that is the status of the 
litigation at the present time. 

I might say that we regret very much that with respect to the pre- 
paration of the record on appeal the city has made it as difficult as 
possible for us taxpayers to pursue the litigation. 
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Mr. Muurer. Is that unusual, whether it be city or any other 
litigation ? 

r. Rosenstern. No. 

Now a reference was made to Simkhovitch houses being abandoned. 
J think that is important as being one of the points here, because as 
we read the Federal law, and reference will be mace to it, there is a 
requirement that an overall community plan be submitted. Our point 
is that it is a part of this overall community plan which was sub- 
mitted to New York. ‘There was indicated that development of the 
area in quoting Simkhovitch houses that the abandonment by the 
city of the development of Simkhovitch houses on its own is a viola- 
tion of the Federal requirement that there be an overall community 
plan to be submitted. You see, initially, this was the plan that was 
submitted, Simkhovitch houses, which was to be a city development. 
Now the attitude of the Federal Government on that proposal we do 
not know except my off-hand discussion with them. They did not 
know whether that was important or not. But we said that was an 
abandonment or a violation of the individual overall community plan 
to abandon Simkhovitch houses. 

Mr. Mutter. Let us see if we can get an answer to that. 

Mr. Follin, can you shed some light on this situation? Was the low- 
cost public housing project adjoining this area part of the overall 
plan submitted in advance in making a contract with the city of New 
York? 

Mr. Foturn. I do not think so, sir. I do not think that was a factor 
in it. I think its presence or absence would not have materially af- 
fected the decision. 

Mr. Mutter. So that the abandoning of the low-cost housing project 
does not affect this area much at all ? 

Mr. Forurn. I do not think that it had any material effect on the 
situation ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutrer. When you talk of an overall plan, are you talking 
about an overall plan for the particular area or something beyond 
that? When I say “particular area” I am not directing myself to this 
Washington Square, SE area. Does the overall plan have to apply 
just to that area, or is it intended to apply to a much larger area? 

Mr. Foun. The law says, sir, that the redevelopment plan shall 
conform to the general plan for the community as a whole. That is 
a basic Federal statute requirement and it is also a requirement of 
most of the State enabling acts. The purpose of the requirement, 
of course, is that in setting your redevelopment pattern, your reuse pat- 
tern, you do not provide for something there that isn’t what would be 
for the future long-range good of the city and that would not stand 
in the way of other public improvements that were in the offing, for 
instance, major highways or recreational developments, or whatever it 
might be. So the law is very specific on the fact that the redevelop- 
ment plan shall conform to the general plan for the community as a 
whole, and in the case of New York City the redevelopment plan has 
to be approved by the city planning commission of the city of New 
York and this plan was so approved at the public hearing. 

Mr. Muurer. When we talk about a community plan, in a small 
city, town, or village it is very easy to say you know what you are talk- 
ing about. But when we get into a place like the city of New York 
which has grown up out of villages, towns, and communities, what are 
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we talking about when we say a community plan? Are we talking 
about a community plan for all of the city of New York, a plan for 
each of its boroughs or a plan for a part of one of its boroughs / 

Mr. Fouirn. Well you are talking about both of them because it 
might be that some highway improvement that would be connected 
with bridges or tunnels might go right through some area that you 
are redeveloping; therefore, you have to be involved in the greater 
plan for the city of New York. 

What is involved, however, ordinarily, is the present and proposed 
land use. City plans now, after many years of development, are now 
based largely on land use. What should the land most profitably be 
used for, and Mr. Lebwohl this morning added, in reply to one of your 
questions that New York has determined that the Washington Square 
SE part of town might preferably be residential development rather 
than industrial or commercial as serving a greater need for the city 
than if it were either left in its present use or was redeveloped for com- 
mercial and industrial new use. 

Mr. Motrer. This title I project which involves Washington Square 
SE area is only one of many title I projects in the city of New York 
which it has applied for and obtained grants on ¢ 

Mr. Fouurn. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mutrer. Has the city of New York or the city planning com- 
missioner submitted to your agency an overall New York City plan 
indicating how they intend to improve the city and get rid of the blight 
areas and slum areas ? 

Mr. Fotxrn. We have numerous documents on that, and I stress 
documents because New York is so large that to have it all encom- 
passed within one small volume like you would have with a small 
city, of course is impossible. 

I received only last week a brand new study dealing with major 
circulation in that whole area which calls for some $600 million worth 
of new improvements in the way of tunnels and bridges and highways 
to show you the scope of their planning effort. It is a very difficult, 
complicated matter, as you know. 

Mr. Motrer. In making your determination as to a project such 
as this, do you take into account and review this with relation to the 
overall New York City plan? 

Mr. Fotxrn. Well, as I say, you have to take both into account. 
because when it comes to communication, circulation, you have got 
to consider the highways and the bridges and tunnels, to make it pos- 
sible to get around in that area. When you come around to land use 
I would say that you are much more concerned with the land use in 
Manhattan Island than you were over in Brooklyn or in the Bronx, 
for instance. 

Mr. Mutter. I would have to take issue with you. 

Mr. Rosenstein. Mr. Strickland is cochairman of our group and 
would like to address the committee on that one point. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD A. STRICKLAND, COCHAIRMAN, WASH- 
INGTON SQUARE NEIGHBORS, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Sreicktanp. I am Richard A. Strickland, cochairman, Wash- 
ington Square Neighbors Association, 71 Washington Square S., New 
York. 
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Mr. Chairman, I was a little taken aback by Mr. Lebwohl’s earlier 
statement that the Simkhovitch city- and State-aided housing proj- 
ects included in the map, and other parts of the redevelopment plan, 
had nothing to do with the project itself. I say that because in that 
very same Beceiivie there are innumerable mentions of the Simkho- 
vitch projects relating them to the development of the Washington 
Square Southeast plan. I would like to submit as a document for 
the record an abstract that I have taken from both the redevelopment 
plan, officially a part of the capital grant contract, and also from the 
city planning commission and board of estimate approval of the 
redevelopment plan. 

From page 3 in the introduction to the redevelopment plan I will 
quote certain pertinent sections. Referring to Simkhovitch houses, it 
says: 

These developments in conjunction with the proposed Washington Square 


Southeast redevelopment combine to make feasible the title I housing redevelop- 
ment proposed herein. 


Also: 


This title I redevelopment combined with the redevelopment proposed by the 
New York City Housing Authority * * * will provide substantial and direct 
benefits for the entire neighborhood. 

And so it goes throughout all of the material. This material in 
the redevelopment plan is incorporated as well in the city planning 
commission documents. There are many, many sections of all of the 
pa documents mentioning the relationship. Even under the 
reading, “Community Facilities” it is stated that the Simkhovitch 
project is related to the redevelopment plan under discussion here. 

It is pertinent to note that even though included in the board of 
estimate resolution, the Simkhovitch-City plans were rejected and sent 
back by the board of estimate prior to its approval of the eee 
Square Southeast redevelopment plan. That is the actual chronologi- 
cal sequence in the hearings before the board of estimate. And yet, in 
the board of estimate action approving the redevelopment plan, it was 
stated in that resolution that Simkhovitch City was related to this 
project and was a part of the related community development. 

It is interesting, further, to note that subsequent to the approval of 
the capital grant contract on November 18, the city has taken the area 
to be devoted to Simkhovitch City houses off the master plan of areas 
suitable for redevelopment in the city, and, as far as I know, the of- 
ficial redevelopment plan document filed with the capital grant con- 
tract by the city still includes mentions of Simkhovitch houses as mak- 
ing that title I project feasible. 

Mr. Mutter. Do you know how many families it was intended to 
accommodate in the City Simkhovitch houses? 

Mr. Srrickianp. In the original plan? 

Mr. Moturer. Yes. 

Mr. Srrickiann. No; I do not recall offhand. I think it is about 
1,000 or 1,500, something like that. 

Mr. Motrer. Can the lady tell us? 

Mrs. Setma Rosrnson nee Square Neighbors Associa- 
tion). I think the city planned to take care of 984 families in the low- 
cost housing yee 

Mr. Mutter. And how many in the State Simkhovitch houses, do 
you know? 
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Mrs. Rorinson. That I do not know. It was given in the brochure, 
I think. 

Mr. Muurer. That was to be a much larger project, was it? 

Mrs. Ropinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutrer. The State housing was to about four times the size 
of the city housing, and both projects have been abandoned. 

Mr. Rosensrern. They have both been abandoned now, and our mo- 
tion is that this abandonment is a violation of the whole redevelopment 
program as submitted to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Murer. At what point of time did the State abandon its 
Simkhovitch houses in this area ? 

Mr. Srrickianp. It was withdrawn by request, I believe, by Mr. 
Cruise of the city housing authority at the January 26, 1954, meeting 
of the board of estimate. I have a full detailing of it in the memo- 
randum I will submit. 

Mr. Mutter. That refers to both the city and the State houses? 

Mr. Srrickianp. Yes, at the same meeting at which the Washington 
Square project subsequently was approved. 

Mr. Rosensrern. Now, with respect to my statement on behalf of 
the group, we will have several other people testifying about the effects 
on the small businessman, but our legal position is as summarized in 
my statement as follows: 


STATEMENT OF BARNEY ROSENSTEIN, ATTORNEY FOR WASHING- 
TON SQUARE NEIGHBORS ASSOCIATION 


This committee has called the hearing for the purpose of inquiring 
into the effect of this proposed title I slum clearance project on the 
hundreds of small businesses located in the area, the thousands of 
employees and the many more thousand members of their families 
who will be affected by the elimination of the businesses if this pro- 
posed project is consummated. 

The committee has further called the hearing for the purpose of 
inquiring into the legality of the proposed project under the Federal 
law. 

If, as will be demonstrated, the committee is satisfied that the pro- 
posed action is illegal under Federal law, and will have a substantial 
economic impact on small business, then it is reasonably expected that 
this committee will take immediate and effective action to avert such 
a situation. 

The concern we should have for the role of small business in our 
economy, was well stated by President Eisenhower, in his message to 
Congress on the state of the Union, January 6, 1955, when he said: 

The prosperity of our small business enterprises is an indispensable element 
in the maintenance of our economic strength. Creation of the Small Business 
Administration and tax laws facilitating small-business expansion are but two 
of the many steps this Government has taken to encourage smaller enterprises. 

In approaching the legal aspects of this question, we should con- 
stantly bear in mind the statement of the President so that we may 
ultimately determine whether the administrative part of our Govern- 
ment, namely, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, has been 
complying with the mandate of the President. If not, we look to the 


legislative branch of our Government, through this committee, to take 
appropriate action. 
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For a moment I might say that I should have also said maybe the 
Small Business Administration should take more of an advisor Vv 
position on this matter. I have here a copy of the Christian Science 
Monitor for March 29, 1955, in which Barnes ran a series of articles 
on the welfare of small business, but I regret to find that the position 
in this matter has been merely an advisory one and also that the role 
of the Housing Agency has been a passing one, neither one taking a 
very dynamic attitude in the whole program. 

Mr. Murer. I am sure you appreci iate the law does not permit the 
Small Business agency to usurp the functions or act as a reviewing 
agency so far as the Housing and Home Finance Agency is concer ned. 
Each has its powers and duties fixed by statute. 

Mr. Rosensretn. I suppose, being in our position, we regret that. 


BACKGROUND OF HOUSING ACT OF 1949 


An examination of the history of the Housing Act of 1949, and 
specifically title 1, clearly shows that at no time was it ever intended 
to be utilized for the redevelopment of an area solely dedicated to 
business and commercial functions. This case clearly raises for con- 
gressional consideration, whether it is the intent of the law to eliminate 
small business because such business may not be economically run, or 
the buildings in which they are located are not quite so streamlined 
as the giant ‘industrial plants. 

It is the contention of our group that the complete scope and pur- 
pose of the 1949 law was to permit private industry to enter the field 
of housing through title I, by first eliminating dwelling slums within 
the area and then: replacing with housing for middle-income groups. 

The President’s Advisory Committee on Government “Housing 
Policies and Programs, in its report (December 1953) analyzed the 
program as being intended to provide “good homes and maintenance 
of a sound and growing economy” (p. 1), and again it stated that the 
program was to “clear our slums and add good new houses to the 
supply” (p. 109). 

1e program was set forth in as forthright a manner as possible, 
when it was stated : 

(1) To prevent the spread of blight into good areas of the city through vigilant 
maintenance of housing and neighborhood standards and strict occupancy con- 
trols; (2) to rejuvenate areas worth saving into sound, healthy neighborhoods 
by replanning the areas, removing congestion and adverse uses, providing parks 
and playgrounds, reorganizing streets and traffic to protect the renewed neighbor- 
hoods and both compelling and encouraging physical rehabilitation of all struc- 
tures worth saving. (3) To clear out nonsalvageable structures and obsolete 
land uses through clearance and redevelopment (p. 112). 

The Committee further noted that it considered the rehabilitation 
part of the program as an essential part of it, and complained that 
to date, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, title I program “has 
largely supported clearance and demolition program” (p. 115). 

The report of this Committee is discussed herein at some length, 
hecause it is based upon these recommendations that the law was 
drastically changed in 1954, and it is with respect to the 1954 statute 
that there has been clear violations by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency. The President’s Advisory Committee urged that steps be 
taken to enforce compliance with local building codes to prevent slum 
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conditions and to avoid unnecessary demolition of those structures 
which are salvageable (p. 123). 

The Committee then recommended that as a prerequisite of approval 
of any application for financial assistance under title I, that the local 
governing body certify and furnish supporting evidence in detail that 
it has— 


undertaken a positive plan and program directed toward the ultimate objective of 
eliminating and preventing slums and blight areas in the community, and further 
taking steps to prevent deterioration of the neighborhood in which the redevelop- 
ment project is located and to promote rehabilitation in the neighborhood where 
necessary and feasible (p. 172). 


RELEVANT STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 


The First Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1954, contains the 
following pertinent provisos: 


That before approving any local slum clearance program * * * the Adminis- 
trator shall give consideration to the efforts of the locality to enforce local codes 
and regulations relating to adequate standards of. health, sanitation, and safety 
for dwellings and to the feasibility of achieving slum-clearance objectives through 
rehabilitation of existing dwellings and areas. 

That the authority under title I of the National Housing Act shall be used to 
the utmost in connection with slum rehabilitation needs. (Copied from p. 176, 
President’s Advisory Commitee Report.) 


The 1954 amendment to the Housing Act contains the following 


pertinent amendments: 
43 U.S.C. A., section 1451 (c), provides that— 


No contract shall be entered into for any loan or capital grant under this 
subchapter * * * unless (1) there is presented to the Administrator by the local- 
ity a workable program (which shall include an official plan of action, as it exists 
from time to time, for effectively dealing with the problem of urban slums and 
blight within the community and for the establishment and preservation of a 
well-planned community with well-organized residential neighborhoods of decent 
homes and suitable living environment for adequate family life) for utilizing 
appropriate private and public resources to eliminate, and prevent the develop- 
ment or spread of slums and urban blight, to encourage needed urban rehabili- 
tation, to provide for the redevelopment of blighted, deteriorated, or slum areas, 
or to undertake such of the aforesaid activities or other feasible community 
activities as may be suitably employed to achieve the objectives of such a pro- 
gram, and (2) on the basis of his review of such program, the Administrator 
determines that such program meets the requirements of this subsection and 
certifies to the constituent agencies affected that the Federal assistance may be 
made available in such community. 


42U.S.C. A., section 1455: 
REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN OR CAPITAL GRANT CONTRACTS 


Contracts for loans or capital grants shall be made only with a duly authorized 
local public agency and shall require that— ; 

(a) APPROVAL Or URBAN RENEWAL PLAN.—The urban renewal plan (including 
any redevelopment plan constituting a part thereof) for the urban renewal area 
be approved by the governing body of the locality in which the project is situated 
and that such approval include findings by the governing body that (1) the 
financial aid to be provided in the contract is necessary to enable the project to 
be undertaken in accordance with the urban renewal plan; (2) the urban re- 
newal plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of 
the locality as a whole, for the rehabilitation or redevelopment of the urban re- 
newal area by private enterprise; and (3) the urban renewal plan conforms to 
a general plan for the development of the locality as a whole. 

(b) OBLIGATIONS OF PURCHASERS, LESSEES, AND ASSIGNEES OF PROPERTY.— When 
real property acquired or held by the local public agency in connection with the 
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project is sold or leased, the purchasers or lessees and their assignees shall be 
obligated (1) to devote such property to the uses specified in the urban renewal 
plan for the project area; (2) to begin within a reasonable time any improve- 
ments on such property required by the urban renewal plan; and (3) to comply 
with such other conditions as the Administrator finds, prior to the execution of 
contact for loan or capital grant pursuant to this subchapter, are necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this title: Provided, That clause (2) of this subsection 
shall not apply to mortgagees and others who acquire an interest in such property 
as the result of the enforcement of any lien or claim thereon. 

An examination of the redevelopment plan of Washington Square 
Southeast, shows that there has not been compliance with the 1954 
housing law. The Capital Grant contract was executed by the Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Agency on November 18, 1954. At that time, 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency should have insisted upon and 
required, as it was obliged to require from the city of New York com- 
pliance with the above-mentioned amendments to the statute. 

The redevelopment pian which had previously been submitted by 
the city of New York, completely lacked compliance with the above 
mandate. 

An examination of the brochure shows that there is completely lack- 
ing any claim by the city (1) that any of the commercial buildings in 
the area have any building department’s violations upon it, and (2) 
further that the redevelopment plan makes no claim whatever that any 
of the buildings are beyond rehabilitation, nor does the plan claim that 
any efforts were made to secure rehabilitation nor does the plan even 
suggest a method of rehabilitation. 

Thus at the outset, the primary purpose of the 1954 amendments to 
secure rehabilitation of the structures which can be salvaged, has not 
been met. 

Mr. Moses, chairman of the committee on slum clearance in his 
brochure (P. 41), calls the area one of warehouses, lofts, and one of 
light industry and complains of trucking and inadequacy of off-street 
parking, and calls the yepes substandard and lacking fireproof 
construction. However, a tipoff to his standard of commercial build- 
ing is found (p. 53), when he stated that if these buildings are com- 
pared to modern industrial buildings, they should be considered old. 

This committee should be particularly interested in Mr. Moses’ state- 
ment when he complains that the buildings are ineconomical in oper- 
ation, therefore uses this as an argument to justify the demolition. 

It follows therefore that the real-estate market for this space is limited to 
tenants with small-scale operations (p. 53). 

Of course we always knew that Mr. Moses was primarily concerned 
over big business, but up to this point we had not seen any admission 
by him that because a business was small, was sufficient cause for demo- 
lition or extermination. 

The report further notes that the vacancy ratio in the area is 4.8 
percent. The New York State Legislature, at its session which just 
ended, recognized the continuance of the shortage in business space by 
extending the commercial and business space emergency rent control 
laws for another year. The complaint of the redevelopment plan 
with respect. to the tenants, does not deal with the conditions of the 
buildings, but rather such complaints as overloading and the storage 
of combustible materials illegally. It would seem that if such condi- 
tion exists, that there has been lack of code compliance on the part of 
the city. 
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Mr. Moses’ concern over the 15,000 employees who are about to be 
out of employment because of his plan, is expressed by him in this 
pointed language: 

The area is undesirable as a place of employment because of the poor accom- 
modations, as well as the generally depressing aspect of the entire section due 
to the age and obsolescence of the neighborhood. 

Possibly, the employees will find greater comfort, if this program goes 
through, sitting in a park and receiving financial aid from the Fed- 
eral Government. 

The redevelopment plan as submitted, calls for the construction of 
academic buildings to be used for educational purposes in the 3 northly 
blocks of this 9-block area. It has been announced publicly that New 
York University was to build educational buildings on the site. A 
contract has been entered into by the city and New York University. 

While the statute above quoted, section 1455 (B) requires that the 
purchaser be obligated to devote such property to the use as specified in 
the plan and to begin within a reasonable time, such improvements, 
nevertheless said agency has failed to insist upon such compliance 
in connection with the contract made with the city and NYU. 

Sections 302 and 304 of such contract, impose no more of an obli- 
gation upon NYU, than to landscape the property for— 
campus and recreational use or the surfacing of such area or part thereof for 
parking areas for students, members of the faculty and other officers and em- 
ployees of the sponsor. 

The contract further then provides that the— 

Sponsor may, but shall not be required to construct such other educational 
buildings and facilities, including classrooms, laboratories, libraries, and 
student-activities facilities, together with parking, cultural, and recreational 
acilities, of the general nature shown upon the redevelopment plan annexed 
hereto as schedule A; it being distinctly understood and agreed that the typical 
site plan contained in schedule A shows only possible buildings, building loca- 
tions and other site details that are recommended, and that the actual buildings, 
building locations, and other site details will be further developed. 

The role of the Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency in 
connection with this proposed project, as well as generally, has bah 
a completely passive one. It has failed to recognize the dynamic and 
active part that the Federal Government should play in this program. 
Continuously it has acted as “a rubber stamp” for the municipality, 
never questioning for one whether there has been compliance in fact 
with the various statutory conditions imposed upon the Federal 
Agency. 

Typical of this role is the utter disregard of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency of the report made by the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, upon which it concluded that this project was wholly inap- 
propriate for title 1, and that the economic impact on small business 
would be disastrous. The Housing and Home Finance Agency with- 
out any other proof before it, merely accepted the bald certification 
by the city of New York, that this area was “a slum area” and that 
the businesses located in it could be relocated. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency displayed an utter dis- 
regard for small business in this case, particularly in view of the fact 
that the statute makes no provision whatever for imposing any obli- 
pie upon the municipality or redeveloper to relocate the small 

usiness. 
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Another illustration of the manner in which the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency violated its statutory obligation and closed its eye to 
the facts, was the failure in this case to secure fair value for the site 
to be used by NYU, for so-called educational purposes. Originally, 
contract was entered into or about to be entered into with the city to 
secure the site at $5 per square foot. This price was later raised to 
$10.50 per square foot. The fact is however, that NYU, with its own 
funds, has financed the survey, and it is publicly known that the three 
northerly blocks of the area is to be allocated to NYU. 

Under New York State law (sec. 72-K, General Municipal Law), 
a bona fide auction is required to take place in order to secure the 
highest possible bid upon the site. Since the entire action, from the 
beginning to the end, of NYU and the city of New York, through its 
officials has been to prevent and frustrate a bona fide auction, the 
Federal officers should certainly have been concerned about this 
method of dealing with the site, since two-thirds of the deficit was to 
be met by the Federal agency. 

The President’s Advisory Committee in its report (p. 193) stresses 
that the Federal grants were to be available only where the area was 
to be redeveloped at its fair value, for the use as specified in the 
project redevelopment plan. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency snould have taken action 
to discourage the scheme used by the city to permit an allocation of a 
site in advance to a sponsor, and thus discourage a real bona fide bid 
in order to reduce the deficit which the Federal Government wouid 
have to abserb. 

Mr. Murer. Will you stop there a moment ? 

Has that objection been eliminated now? 

Mr. Rosensretn. No. In what way, sir? 

Mr. Mutter. Do you know of anyone who is ready to pay more 
than $10.50 per square foot in negotiation for this property ? 

Mr. Rosenster. I do not know of anyone. 

Mr. Mutter. If there is any such person, firm or corporation, they 
will have an opportunity to come in and bid at the auction sale, will 
they not? 

Mr. Rosenstern. I want to answer that in this way, that as Mr. Fol- 
lin I believe stated, New York was the only area where the sites are 
developed in this manner, by a sponsor publicly stating that they desire 
a certain area and letting it be known generally in the community that 
this is to be their area for a specific purpose. 

Mr. Mctrer. Do you think that would scare anybody away who 
wanted to go in there and build? Do you think it would? 

Mr. Rosenstetn. I think in practicable effect. I looked at the man- 
ner it was done in other cities and their material, and what the city 
does is acquire the property by condemnation and clear the site and 
then offer thel and under a plan it submits. 

Mr. Mctrer. I have been a life-long resident of the city of New York 
and practiced law there for more than 30 years, much of it in the real 
estate field. I am sure if there is any possibility of anyone going in 
there and paying more than NYU, they will be attracted to it because 
NYU is in that area and Jooking for it. And if it is worth $10.50 a 
square foot to NYU and anybody else can build on it possibly, the type 
of structure that will be required in that area, you can be sure they will 
go in and bid a higher price and get it for the higher price. 
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Mr. Srricxianp. Mr. Chairman, I think it is important to note that 
the area is restricted to educational use and that it represents exactly 
3 blocks of a 4-block area which in 1951 was a part of a previous pro}- 
ect and which, I believe, was definitely illegal in conjunction with that 
previous project Mr. Moses came out and said it was his intention to 
allocate a strip of land across Washington Square South to New York 
University specifically for the purpose of enabling them to complete 
their ownership of that land and embark upon an expansion program. 

Further, a condition has been set up in that the School of Commerce 
Building, of which I am very proud to say I am a graduate—that is 
the School of Commerce of New York University—is required to be 
exempted from condemnation and sale. It is in the middle of the mid- 
dle block of the three blocks to go for educational purposes. Now it is 
hardly likely that Cooper Union, which is the nearest educational insti- 
tution—nearest educational institution of any size or consequence— 
would come in and build around an existing New York University 
building. It has been generally known that it was to go to New York 
University through the prior project and through other phases of the 
present project. 

Mr. Mutter. If there are such restrictions as you have indicated, 
I withdraw what I said and would be inclined to say that there may 
be a violation of the Federal statute involved because you cannot 
at bidders to a particular class and still get fair value at a public 
sale. 

- Mr. Srricxianp. That, sir, is the basis of our legal proceedings, or 

part of them, in the State courts on which Mr. Rosenstein, our attor- 

ney, has been protesting. That has been our contention, and it further 

was indicated by some of the testimony we heard here earlier today, 

a by Mr. Follin. Some of his statements tend to support that 
lief. 

And if you will review his statement, you will find that he has stated 
it was intended to be sold to New York University. 

Mr. Rosenstern. I want to point out in that line again, Mr. Chair- 
man, that in the Federal capital grant contract, there is a description 
of the project site to be redeveloped by metes and bounds. Within 
that area there is the School of Commerce, NYU School of Commerce. 
When the city comes to redevelop, they exclude, of course, the School 
ef Commerce, because, naturally, it has been agreed in advance by 
this contract, at least as we view it, that NYU is to get the area. 

Now we have argued and our position is that we think that the 
Federal Government should have taken a view on that by 

Mr. Mutter. Let’s see if I understand you. Is the exemption one 
which excludes the present NYU buildings? 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, could I help here? 

As long as we are getting into the legal aspects of it—— 

Well, would you rather we wait until he gets through with his state- 
ment? I will try to clear up any legal problem. 

Mr. Mutrer. Suppose we take each one point by point rather than 
going back to it later. 

The thing that is bothering me now is the question of the exemptions 
and exclusions and restrictions. 

Mr. Brooxs. There are no exemptions and no restrictions. This is 
an overall redevelopment plan consisting of nine square blocks. Three 
square blocks have been devoted to educational use and so marked. 
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Mr. Mutter. Just a moment. You say devoted. You mean NYU 
now has educational buildings? 

Mr. Brooxs. No, three square blocks on the new reuse plan are 
devoted to educational pur . Now in describing the whole project, 
the perimeter is given of the outer boundaries of the nine square 
blocks. 

There are two parcels already owned by an educational institution 
and already dedicated to educational purposes. Now it would be silly 
for the city of New York to acquire property already dedicated to the 
educational use to which the redevelopment plan restricts the area. 
They are, naturally, excluded from the condemnation, and it is not 
a part of the project as such. It is not a part of the capital grant 
as such. The two parcels already dedicated to educational use are 
not to be acquired because they are not a part of the project cost. 

The rest of the remaining area in the three square blocks, which is 
not now being used for educational purposes, is being acquired and 
the redeveloper or the highest bidder at the public auction will be 
required to use that particular area for educational purposes. 

Mr. Mutter. Now let’s see if we cannot be a little more specific 
about it. 

Mr. Brooxs. Have you the brochure in front of you 

Mr. Muurer. Let’s get the diagram. Where is the one that was 
marked for use as part of the record? I do not want to mark yours, 
I want to mark the one that is being made a part of the record. 

On this exhibit we have worked out the area of nine square blocks. 

Mr. Brooks. Right. 

Mr. Mutrer. On the north, it is bounded by West Fourth Street; 
and on the southwest, Houston Street. On the west, by Fifth Avenue, 
and on the east by Mercer Street. 

Now is any part of that area presently used for educational pur- 
poses ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Mutrer. Which of those blocks? 

For the purpose of the record, we will indicate the blocks as fol- 
lows: Starting at the northwest corner and going from left to right, 
the blocks will be numbered 1, 2, 3; and below that, the middle three 
blocks, 4, 5, 6, again going from left to right, and the southermost 
three blocks, 7, 8, 9. 

Now indicate by the number of blocks, if you will, please, which 
of those are being used presently for educational purposes. 

Block 2 is presently used in part for educational purposes. The 
part of block 2 running from Washington Square South, to West 
Third Street along Wooster Street is presently occupied for educa- 
tional purposes by the New York University School of Commerce. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. And it is already dedicated to the edu- 
cational use. For that reason, it was not considered a part of the proj- 
ect cost. It is not a part of the capital grant contract, and it is not 
being acquired. 

Mr. Rosenstern. That is the point we take issue with. 

Mr. Mutter. Well now, you cannot take issue very well with whether 
it is being acquired. Is it not a fact there is no attempt here to acquire 
that part of the property ? 

Mr. Rosenstern. I say in the capital grant contract, the Federal 
capital grant contract, there is a description of the project site area. 

Mr. Mutrer. Yes. 
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Mr. Rosenstein. And the project site area includes by description 
the property now being operated by NYU School of Commerce to 
which you have just made reference, you see. Now the city of New 
York in its offering for sale, the so-called auction, has excluded from 
the auction the property now owned by NYU. 

Mr. Mutrer. Is it your point, then, that the city of New York under 
this contract is required to condemn that educational facility and offer 
that for sale, too? 

Mr. Rosenstern. Because if you follow 

Mr. Mutrer. I do not want to know because, I want to know what 
your contention is. 

Mr. Rosenstein. Yes; and the reason for it is again to secure the 
highest possible bid and reduce the Federal deficit. Because, if NYU’s 
School of Commerce is not, likewise, offered to another educational 
institution for educational purposes, you might not get another bid 
because another institution may not come in there unless they say, 
“We are not going to come in with another college building right 
alongside of us—may be cannot use it.” 

Mr. Brooks. It may be a great advantage 

Mr. Rosenstetn. Pardon me, Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Mutter. Let’s try to get the factual situation developed a little 
further. Is there any other part of this: area presently devoted to 
educational purposes ? 

Mr. Rosensrern. No. 

Mr. Moutrer. Let’s go one step further, now. In the proposed 
reuse, is there any part of this area, other than the New York Univer- 
sity School of Commerce devoted by zoning restriction or otherwise 
to educational purposes ? 

Mr. Brooks. As you know, there is an obligation in the capital 
grant contract that as soon as the property is acquired, within a rea- 
sonable time, we have to rezone the whole area, which is dedicated to 
educational use, to educational purposes under our zoning. 

I think in the city of New York, you are permitted to have educa- 
tional and hospitals under the general classification of housing. 
However, there is no doubt that the entire area will be zoned and 
dedicated to educational use. 

Mr. Mutrer. Will that be before or after the resale of the property ? 

Mr. Brooks. We furnished you with copies of the contracts. There 
is a section in there, and I could spot it for you in a minute, that pro- 
vides that the city will initiate proceedings to zone or rezone the area 
to conform to the redevelopment plan within 6 months after acquisi- 
tion. It is right in the contract. If you will give it to me, I will pick 
the section for you in a minute. 

Mr. Mutrer. It was testified here this morning 20 percent of this 
area would be devoted to educational purposes. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is approximately correct on the basis of the-—— 

Mr. Mutrer. Does that include or exclude the present School of 
Commerce of New York University ? 

Mr. Brooks. The answer is that such area is already being used for 
educational purposes. It is still the educational use of the redevelop- 
ment plan. 

Mr. Mutter. But in arriving at the 20 percent of the area which 
will be devoted to educational purposes, will you include as part of 
the 20 percent the present NYU School of Commerce / 
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Mr. Brooxs. Well, we discussed the area as a whole. The area as 
a whole, including NYU School of Commerce, represents about 20 
percent of the entire project area. paghd 

Mr. Mutter. I gathered one of the objections was that if this progr: 
erty is going to be offered for resale, that 20 percent which will be 
devoted to educational purposes will be offered for sale with the re- 
striction that it can be used only for educational purposes. Am I 
right, or am I wrong? 

Mr. Brooks. Under the redevelopment plan, the land usage must 
be restricted to educational purposes. We are selling it with that 
restriction. 

Mr. Mutrer. In other words, then, the only bidder for that 20 
percent can be an educational institution or institutions ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. Right. 

Mr. Srrickitanp. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooks. Otherwise, it will violate the redevelopment plan. 

Mr. Srrickianp. I would like to file a document with the commit- 
tee, relative to the point that we raised before. It relates to the fact 
that in the 1951 project, which included a larger area west of the pres- 
ent project and included the 9 blocks of this present area, the School 
of Commerce building was exempted from the outlined project area. 
It relates to the city’s contention that it was allocating the strip of land 
for educational use because NYU had the rest of this land—and that 
was the sole purpose. The city said it had a definite understanding 
with NYU in advance that it would so develop it. 

Now the second project is related in that there was no Federal ad- 
vance of planning funds provided for the present Washington Square 
South project. Planning funds for the area had been used up in the 
first project which had been withdrawn. 

It is our contention, that the present project follows that same pat- 
tern of allocation to N YU—the reason why these 3 blocks were devoted 
to educational purposes. That is why now—even though the bound- 
ary has been changed to include the Commerce Building it is now ex- 
cluded from condemnation. In other words, the present plan is the 
same plan, second chapter. Therefore, New York University would 
be the only logical developer and the conditions set up during the his- 
tory of the two projects would also lead anyone to reach the same con- 
clusion. 


I would like to submit this earlier outline map of the area as an 
exhibit. 

Mr. Rosenstern. This was just one of the many points we raised. 

Mr. Mvtrer. I understand. 

Mr. Rosenstetn. I might say, sir, as we understand it 

Mr. Mutrer. Wait a minute, please. This will be marked “Ex- 
hibit E” and made a part of the record. 

(Exhibit E is herewith inserted.) 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman, in answer to your question on zoning, 
paragraph 3, page 12, of both contracts involved in the educational 
area and the housing area provides, in accordance with the general 
plan: The city shall initiate within a period of 6 months from the 
date of this agreement proceedings to zone and rezone the area in the 
city within which the project was located and the areas adjacent there- 
to in such manner as may be practicable and suitable for the operation 
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of the project and consistent with the redevelopment plan contained in 
the schedule, which is the brochure. 

Mr. Mutrer. Well now, have the zoning restrictions referred to 
there been 

Mr. Brooks. Have not been revised—— 

Mr. Mutter. They have not yet been adopted ? 

Mr. Brooks. Not yet. 

Mr. Mvurer. Weil now, Mr. Follin, you might try to answer this one 
if youcan. Assuming that the plan is a good one and you want to go 
along with it and continue your approval of it, and if they are to allo- 
cate under zoning restrictions 20 percent of this area for educational 
purposes, thereby restricting the prospective bidders only to educa- 
tional institutions, don’t you need some amendatory legislation so as 
to —" fair value further than it is defined in the laws that exist 
today ? 

Fair value would be the price a willing purchaser will pay to a will- 
ing seller, and the public sale would be the price that would be offered 
by a willing buyer, the highest price to get the property. Now that 
would be the determination, the manner of determining fair value as 
the statute reads today, unless I am mistaken. 

Assuming that you were going to try to go along with-this deal, could 
your agency still approve this project being handled in this way if 
you were going to limit the bidders to any part of the project in the 
manner indicated ? . 

Mr. Foti. That is rather a complicated question, Mr. Chairman, 
but I will try. 

Mr. Mourer. I know it is. ‘ 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, could I volunteer an answer ? 

Mr. Motrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rosenstern. For Mr. Follin? 

Mr. Brooks. I think it would be interesting to note that the Housing 
Section is limited by sale to the obligation to erect the housing. Can’t 

ou say, conversely, that you are limiting the fair value because it may 
te very well that some purchaser will bid a better price for a first-rate 
office building? The intent of Congress is that you get fair value for 
the uses contemplated by the redevelopment plan. Otherwise, you are 
eliminating the redevelopment of an area. 

If the planners in removing the blight or the slum come up with a 
plan for which they dedicate a certain use to the property, it is the best 
value for the use for which the new redevelopment plan puts the land. 
That is the intent of Congress. 

Mr. Rosenstern. What you do is, you do not get the best possible 
rotiip of potential customers when you reduce the pois use and then 
urther reduce it by permitting an existing building or an existing 

educational institution to stand on the site. That is our complaint. 

Mr. Mutrer. All I can say at this moment is that all of the time I 
have been on the Banking and Currency Committee of the House, 
which began with my inception of service here in 1947, we have 
never been confronted with a situation where part of the land was 
going to be sold for educational uses. When we talked about educa- 
tional uses and part of an area being set aside for educational pur- 

oses, we had in mind the community supplying those educational 
acilities. I think this is the first time that know of where we have 
been confronted with a situation here where part of it is going to be 
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sold and, even though it be for educational purposes and all of us New 
Yorkers would like to see NYU continue to grow and be a more useful 
educational institution because it has done a good job, as most of our 
institutions have, both public and private, I think you are now con- 
fronted with a situation which has never before been presented to this 
committee. I mean, now, the House Banking and Currency Commit- 


What do you mean by fair value when you are selling part of the 
project for educational purposes to a private institution, and NYU 
is, while an educational institution, private in contrast to the public 
institutions maintained and Saeed by the city and State of New 
York. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman, aren’t you confronted with the same 
situation with respect to housing? Isn’t it as much illegal—— 

Mr. Murer. We said, in so many words, in this statute this is what 
you are going to do: We are going to help you tear down old slum 
dwellings. We are going to help you tear down blighted areas pro- 
vided you replace them with predominantly dwelling areas. Now 
we are going to give you money with which to do that, and whatever 
is left over you must get fair value for. 

Now we did not say you must get fair value for it by selling it to 
a limited group of people. But, if you must get fair value and that 
is where we stopped. 

Be Brooks. You said fair value limited to the use for the approved 
an. 
7 Mr. Mutter. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Indirectly, aren’t you limiting fair value? 

Mr. Mutrer. I do not believe we ever contemplated that part of it 
would be educational facilities supplied by private institutions. 

Mr. Fouurn. Mr. Chairman, could I say a word? 

Mr. Mutter. Yes; please do. 

Mr. Fortin. The law reads it shall be sold at fair value for uses in 
accordance with the redevelopment plan. So, the plan is fundamental. 
And in drawing a plan for the reuse of any area, there are certain 
public and semipublic and institutional uses which should be recog- 
nized as a matter of good city planning. In this particular case it 
would seem desirable that the land adjacent to the New York Univer- 
sity end of the project should be devoted to educational uses and it is, 
of course, practically contemplated that it shall go to New York 
University. Let’s be fair about that. 

Now that is why, in my statement, I took the pains of pointing out 
that I had of course certain requirements on what that land was going 
to be sold for. Now we could sit here all afternoon, and all evening 
and all day tomorrow arguing a basis on which you determine fair 
value for land for public or institutional uses. That is why some 
months ago I put out an interpretation which now is our practice, 
that the fair value for such uses shall be the best—the fair value for 
the best possible private use. 

Now in this particular case that private use is residential construc- 
tion. It is right adjacent to it. That is why I stated to New York 
City that I would approve the project only if the minimum value 
received for the land that would be devoted to educational uses (which 
means, will go to New York University) shall be at least equal to 
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what is obtained for the residential, the area that is going to be used 
for residential uses. Now that is an administrative interpretation. 

I think it is very important because the law does not spell out what 
the fair value would be for public or institutional purposes. As many 
interpretations are put on it as there are places that I deal with on these 
projects. 

Now to me it seems eminently fair. It means that New York Uni- 
versity cannot get that land unless it pays as much for it as the rede- 
veloper of the housing portion of the project area. 

Now there aren’t a great many people who would come in and buy 
it for educational purposes. However, if somebody like the Cooper 
Union wanted it for educational purposes and came in and outbid New 
York University, they would have to be given the land because of the 
New York law. 

Mr. Srrickianp. Cooper Union, incidentally, just within 3 months 
has purchased a square block building along Third Avenue opposite 
Wanamaker’s at a price per square foot materially in excess of what 
NYU would pay here. And in addition, this question came up this 
morning—101 out of the 132 families in the area live not in slum dwell- 
ings but in excellent well-kept dwellings, the largest unit of which is 
not nearly as old as the School of Commerce Building—I have lived or 
studied in both buildings. Excellent housing would be eliminated 
from the city supply and not one new dwelling unit would be added. 
Rather, the area would be put to educational use. 

Now New York University has purchased within the last 2 years— 
on Washington Square along the West Side two very large apartment 
buildings, 29 Washington Square West, and 37 Washington Square 
West, which could be available for dormitory use and for building 
expansion. But, those are being held for investment purposes by New 
York University. 

Mr. Brooxs. Cooper Union may deem it feasible to sell their hold- 
ings and bid here at a cheaper price, if you want to bring that out. 

Mr. Rosensrern. Mr. Chairman, while Mr. Follin is here .I wonder 
if I can get two questions cleared up in our own mind. 

We are under the impression that the Federal Government has not 
to this very moment expended any sums of money in connection with 
this project in any form whatsoever, or made any grant. There was 
some question about the sums of money being spent this morning. I 
think Mr. Lebwohl stated that Federal advance and planning funds 
had been given to New York City on this project and that, of course, 
is not 

Mr. Mutrer. Mr. Follin do you know whether or not the Federal 
Government has advanced any part of the obligation ? 

Mr. Foti. We have not advanced any funds for the planning of 
this project. However, we have given them a letter of prior approval, 
meaning that if the project does eventually go through the cost which 
they incurred will become part of the project cost and we are, there- 
fore, liable for two-thirds of it. 

There has been no payment of the grant. There would not be until 
the contract has gone through and they had acquired the land and spent 
money which would justify them in asking for partial payment of the 
Federal grant. 

Mr. Rosensrern. Now the other point that we would like to get 
cleared up in our minds, and it might assist the chairman, is that under 
the law the plan is fundamental, as Mr. Follin states and requires that 
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the purchaser use it for the purpose specified in the plan and to com- 
mence construction within a reasonable time. Then, I refer in my 
statement to the agreement between New York City and New York 
University where there does not seem to be any obligation on the part 
of NYU ever to commence the construction of any academic building 
at all. 

I refer to sections 302 and 304, which are on pages 9 and 10 of the 
agreement between New York City and NYU. If you will read sec- 
tion 302 and then turn the page and read section 304 also—are you 
familiar with that ‘ 

Mr. Fouiin. Yes, we are familiar with that. 

Mr. Murer. Any answer to that? 

Mr. Guanpboio. Under the Federal law, under section 105 of title I, 
it is required that the redeveloper agree to commence the development 
work within a reasonable time and to complete it. Where the plan 
does not specifically specify that a particular building is to be con- 
structed, there is no requirement, of course, that the contract between 
the city and the redeveloper include a provision that a particular build- 
ing is to be commenced at a particular time and is to be completed. 
In other words, the redevelopment plan, insofar as the educational 
facilities is concerned, does not impose an obligation on the redeveloper 
to build any specific type of buildings. It is to be used for educa- 
tional purposes which may include the construction of buildings at 
the option of the redeveloper. 

Mr. Rosensretn. Or any building at all. 

Mr. Guanporo. The redevelopment plan does not require the con- 
struction of buildings in the portion of the area allocated to educa- 
tional purposes. This could be used by New York University solely 
for campus purposes in which event the only redevelopment work in- 
volved would be landscaping. It is a redevelopment plan which leaves 
to the educational authorities freedom to determine the type of educa- 
tional use that shall be made of that particular area. 

Mr. Fortin. Except that it must be educational use. They cannot 
put up an office building or rent the space. 

Mr. Mctrer. Let’s get that defined a little bit. The campus recrea- 
tional or parking facilities—the language used here. Does that mean 
if NYU decided to use that 20 percent of area for parking facilities, 
that will comply with your educational facility requirement ? 

Mr. Guanvoto. It will have to be educational parking. They could 
not go into public pea 

Mr. Mutter. That I think will solve the New York city traffic prob- 
lem, educational parking. 

Mr. Gvuanporo. I mean by that, they could not go into the business 
of public parking. They must use that for parking for university 
purposes. 

Mr. Motrer. But, if they decided in their judgment that they needed 
all of that area for parking facilities for their present educationai 
institutions in that area, would that be in compliance with this con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Guanpoto. I think so. 

Mr. RosenstEIN. I say to you, sir, if that is what the Federal Gov- 
ernment is going to spend part of the $8 million on and oust my client, 
the businessmen in the area, I think this is highly ridiculous. 
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Mr. Mouurer. All I say say is that it was never in my mind, and I 
am sure it was never in the mind of any of my colleagues on the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee in the House that any such condition 
could ever be brought about by use of title I. 

Mr. Guanporo. I think that the question—— 

Mr. Rosensrern. This is only one of the points. 

Mr. Guanporo. I think the question, Mr. Chairman, here is to what 
extent the Federal Government is going to dictate to the city of New 
York and to New York University as to the uses to be made of land 
which is set aside for educational purposes. 

Mr. Mutrer. The Federal Government will not dictate to the city 
or the State on these problems at all; not at all if neither the city nor 
the State expect any grant from the Federal Government under title I. 
However, if they come in and get a grant under title I, they have got 
to comply with the conditions written in the law and the regulations 
pursuant thereto. 

The philosophy of the law is very well stated in this language, and 
there is no doubt about it, and the Congress is not going to interfere 
with the jurisdiction of the communities that come within this philos- 
ophy, as I will give it to you now. 

The bill—that means the housing bill under which we are operat- 
ing—is based upon the firm foundation that although the housing prob- 
lem is national in scope, it is fundamentally a local problem, and the 
first responsibility for its solution therefore rests with the local com- 
munity. 

This bill leaves that primary responsibility with the local commu- 
nities where it belongs. It recognizes the need for any kind of housing 
action should be determined locally. That is the philosophy. 

We then go on and recite the scope of the legislation. We say in so 
many words: 

It provides the authorization of financial assistance to communities 
for a long delayed but vitally needed start on the clearance of slums 
and blighted areas for redevelopment. And within the act, as has 
already been placed on the record, we indicate what we mean by re- 
development. 

And the redevelopment area, whether it originally was a slum dwell- 
ing or just a blighted area—we are recognizing that either is bad— 
whether it was one or the other, we then insist, however, that it be re- 
developed predominantly for dwelling purposes. 

Now if you stay within that rule and get fair value for the property, 
which may be necessary for you to take over as you attempt to de- 
stroy a blighted area or a slum area, and there may be some excess 
property that you do not need for your redevelopment for predomi- 
nantly dwelling purposes, then we expect that that be resold for fair 
value. 

Now if you stay within those four corners of the act, I think you 
are 7 right. However, if you get outside of them, I think you are in 
trouble. 

Mr. Guanpvor, Mr. Chairman, I think that the Federal law clearly 
indicates that the redevelopment plan for an area is to be prepared by 
the local community and not by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mutter. I agree. 

Mr. Guanpor. Secondly, the law specifically provides that the re- 
development plan is to be approved by the governing body of the 
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locality, and it is the governing body that is to make a determination 
that that plan is in accord with a general plan of the locality. 

The clear implication from the Federal law is that for these particu- 
lar types of projects, local planning under local control was intended 
by the Congress, and that we here in Washington were not to sit and 
dictate to these communities what type of local planning should be 
performed and whether a particular area dheuht or should not be 
selected and whether a particular area should or should not be used for 
educational purposes. 

Mr. Mutter. Let’s assume this, let’s assume that this is a very badly 
blighted area and the local community decides to clear it and then de- 
cides that the best use of that area will be a garage or a series of gar- 
ages to take care of all the surrounding neighborhood so that when 
they drive in from outside the city or they live in the area or work in 
the area, they are going to have ample parking facilities for those 
people and thereby relieve the entire traffic problem for all of the 
city of New York. Do you think that would meet the purposes in 
the statute ? 

Mr. Guanpoto. I think we are not barred, certainly, from passing 
upon the reasonableness of the proposals. If we have presented to 
us unreasonable proposals, we just won’t make the Federal funds 
available. 

Mr. Mutter. Do I understand that your answer is, under the ex- 
ample I am setting forth, you would find that converting all of that 
blighted area into a garage or series of garages would be unreason- 
able? 

Mr. Guanvoro. I would not say that. It would tend to depend 
upon the relevant facts and circumstances. 

Mr. Mutter. I say to you it would be a clear violation of this statute. 

Mr. Guanpovo. I do not know. I think it would depend upon the 
facts and circumstances. 

Mr. Mutter. I do not think it depends upon a thing except reading 
the plain language of the law, and the plain language of the law says 
that this area must be redeveloped for predominantly dwelling pur- 
poses. And if you are going to convert this area into a garage or 
series of garages, you are violating the statute and your agency would 
have no right to grant a single dollar or make contracts for a single 
dollar. If you made that kind of a contract, I think the Congress 
would not hesitate to add to the next appropriation bill a rider say- 
ing that you cannot use $1 of the money appropriated for that grant. 

Mr. Guanvoo. I misunderstood you, sir. You are correct, Mr. 
Chairman, if you are talking about this specific Washington Square 
area which is not predominantly residential in the beginning—it 
would have to be redeveloped for predominantly residential purposes. 

Mr. Mutter. That is right. But, you must wind up with it. As- 
suming your right to clear it, you must wind up with it being pre- 
dominantly a dwelling area. 

Mr. Guanpowo. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rosenstern. Now as to this particular area that you are now 
talking about, the educational area, that has now been conceded under 
the contract that it may be used for merely a parking lot. I do not 
know a distinction between an automobile when it is operated by a 
teacher or a mechanic. And, that the buildings now occupied by the 
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residents clearly are not slums, they are high-class buildings, facing 
Washington Square south. 

What they propose to do is eliminate those buildings and permit 
the use of this land under the existing contract for parking purposes. 
Now I think that is a shocking thing. 

Mr. Mutter. That is no more shocking than what happened in the 
Columbus Circle area. We had a larger slum dwelling area that had 
to be cleared, and the plan was developed there requiring not only 
the clearing of that but the clearing of a modern structure only re- 
cently completed. We went along with tearing down that modern 
structure in order to clear the blight from the area and redevelop the 
entire area. Now that was within the intent of the Congress. ‘There 
was objection to it raised after that was done, and I think an amend- 
ment was actually presented—I do not know that it carried in both 
bodies, but I know that it carried in 1 of the 2—preventing that kind 
of a situation occurring again. 

However, under the existing law at that time that came within the 
purview of the statute and the intent of Congress. Therefore, here, 
too, if in order to develop the whole area you must tear down 1 or 2 
modern structures which are good dwellings, they simply must give 
way to the progress that demands that the blight be cured. 

Mr. Rosenste1n. My complaint is not on that score. I understand 
they may fall by the wayside, too. However, when we are faced with 
this contract made by New York which does not require an erection 
of an academic building, we find no comfort in the fact that if these 
buildings were to be demolished, all they will use it for is a parking 
lot. Of course, we have our other witnesses we want to bring on, the 
business men. 

Mr. Strickitanp. Before presenting the witnesses, I would like to 
say if I may, that it is a coincidence that in the one block facing 
Washington Square that would be used for parking areas, which New 
York University in its affidavits has admitted it was likely to use for 
parking is a 6-story, 2-elevator garage. It is part of the community’s 
facilities used by residents in the area on the north and west side of 
the park as well as used during the day by New York University 
students. But, it is a public garage and a business operated by small- 
business men. Unfortunately, it would have to come down so that 
student parking could be provided. 

I wonder if lL could, Mr. Chairman, now bring on these people from 
the area who have been waiting to be heard ? 

Mr. Foturn. Mr. Chairman, before he does that, could I ask the 
Associate General Counsel here to clear up one matter that was brought 
up in Mr. Rosenstein’s brief about a noncompliance with the 1954 
Housing Act ? 

He makes quite a point of it, and I think we ought to answer that 
if you don’t mind at this time. 

Mr. Guanpoio. Mr. Rosenstein, Mr. Chairman, in his statement on 
page 3 says this: 

* * * it is with respect to the 1954 statute that there has been clear viola- 
tion by the Housing and Home Finance agents. 

And on page 7 he makes a similar statement to the effect that there 
has not been compliance with the 1954 housing law. 
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As Mr. Follin indicated in his statement, the capital grant for this 
particular project was made under title I of the Housing Act of 1949 
as amended up to, but not including the Housing Act of 1954. 

There is in section 312 of the 1954 act a special provision which 
permits this project to be carried out under the old, what we call the 
old law, that is, title I to the Housing Act of 1949 prior to the 1954 
amendments. 

Section 312 applhes in situations where a project on the date of 
effectiveness of the Housing Act of 1954, August 2, 1954, is being 
carried out either under a contract for financial aid or under a prior 
approval. This particular project was under a prior approval on 
August 2, 1954, and, therefore, pursuant to section 312, it was financed 
under the old act rather than the new. Therefore, the references here 
to the Housing Act of 1954, that is, in Mr. Rosenstein’s statement, are 
inapplicable. 

Mr. Foti. Any question on that, Mr. Chairman? It really makes 
meaningless most of the objections in the first part of this—— 

Mr. Rosenstein. Not by far, Mr. Follin. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rosenstre1n. Pardon me, Mr. Brooks, for a moment, will you: 

We were trying to point out basically in our position, that the build- 
ings from which they seek to oust these small business people are sound 
buildings. They have never been determined by the city of New 
York to be beyond a state of rehabilitation and are salvageable. There 
is no finding to the contrary by the city of New York. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Rosenstein, I interrupted you as you were about 
to give the summary of your statement. I suggest that the statement 
be deemed read and be made part of the record as though you had 
given it to us merely for the sake of saving time. 

(Mr. Rosenstein’s summary statement is as follows :) 





SuMMARY STATEMENT OF BARNEY ROSENSTEIN, Esq., NEw Yor, N. Y. 


The capital grant contract made by the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
with New York City, is illegal, and this committee should request that agency to 
immediately renegotiate and reconsider such contract : 

I. Because the project area is not a slum area and consequently cannot under 
the law be cleared for redevelopment ; 

Il. Because the elimination of small business is contrary to our national estab- 
lished policy of fostering and preserving small business as an integral part of 
our national economy ; 

Ill. Because the Housing and Home Finance Agency completely failed in its 
duty to require from the city of New York in accordance with the 1954 amend- 
ment to the Housing Act, a plan and program for the rehabilitation of the build- 
ings in the site and proof by the city that it has maintained a broad and vigorous 
program of local code compliance ; 

IV. Because the contract between New York University and the city violates 
the statute in not requiring redevelopment in accordance with the redevelop- 
ment plan for educational purposes of the three northerly blocks, and further, 
fixes no time as required by the statute within which construction of acaJemic 
buildings shall be commenced. In fact, the construction of academic buildings 
is not at all required under such contract :; 

V. Because in the event this project is finally consummated, before that is 
permitted to be done, adequate provision should be made to pay for the huge 
relocation costs which the small businessmen in the area will have to assume, 
forced out of the area: and finally 

VI. Because to permit this project to be consummated, would be to violate 
the very basic spirit and intent of the Housing Act; no going business is safe 
if this committee fails to act. 
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Mr. Murer. I think you wanted to add something ? 

Mr. Srrickianp. Yes. 

I would like to read just a brief statement and then introduce the 
witnesses. 

It is our objective in presenting these people from the area that 
the time that we may receive will help the committee to determine 
what is right on this project and also help them understand the issues 
that are at stake on behalf of more than sixteen to seventeen thou- 
sand working people, businessmen, property owners and residents and 
from 35 to 50 thousand others represented by their families. 

The first party I would like to present is Mr. Edwin A. Storms, 
who will identify himself. 

Mr. Mutrer. I wonder if we can do this for the sake of saving 
time—we do not want to foreclose anybody from saying anything 
that they desire to say to us. Could we list the names and addresses 
of the persons whom you have here who would like to tell us about 
how adversely their small business is affected, and take the statement 
of one as typical of that of all, or will there be differences ? 

Mr. Srrickitanp. Mr. Chairman, I do want to state that there are 
many people we could have brought down, but we have taken a cross 
section of the community. Each represents one of the important facets 
involved in the adverse effect on small business and and the situation 
as it exists in the area, which we know the city and the Federal agen- 
cies to date have not taken the time nor the trouble to get into and 
study in detail as to what these real effects will be specifically. 

In some cases, such as in some of the industries represented here 
it would be like taking part of the fur industry along Seventh Avenue 
in New York City and saying “Some of you go to Queens and Brook- 
lyn and you will make out all right. For the area you are in has an 
obsolete street pattern and heavy trucking and congestion—just like 
the rest of New York—and you will be much better off, of course and 
you can pay your own moving and relocation expense.” 

Mr. Rosenstern. I think they will be short. 

Mr. Murer. We have in addition to employers or business people 
here, representatives of two unions who I think can give us the story 
from the employee angle. May I suggest that the business people 
just tell us their problem and allow the union representatives to give 
us the employee problem ? 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN A. STORMS, STORMS-HARVEY EQUIPMENT 
CO., NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Srorms. My name is Edwin A. Storms, 123 Bleecker Street. I 
own a chemical machinery business, and I have been in the neighbor- 
hood, in that block, for 30 years. 

As a matter of background, I am quite familiar with the problems of 
the small-business man, being a real one myself. I have only three 
employees, and a few years ago you will remember when President 
Roosevelt held a conference here with the small-business men, I was 
one of the fellows who came. 

I have been president of a small-business association which is quite 
inactive. However, it is still on the books. 

In this district, it is really impossible to move to a neighborhood 
in Manhattan where we can get the accommodations that we need. 
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There has been no commercial construction in Manhattan for about 
20 years. And notwithstanding what the city says and the real-estate 
fellows say, there just is not any space. There is a little space, you 
know, if you go far away where there is no transportation, and you 
lose customers, you lose your suppliers, you lose al] those things with 
which business is so tied in with. 

These city fellows cannot understand it. I do not know, but they 
have never met a payroll and I suppose that is the reason. However, 
they just do not seem to care. I can understand why they are that 
way. They cannot make New York City just a city of offices and 
apartments. They have to have some business to sustain that city. 

The lack of space in the city has been quite discouraging to the 
people there. As their leases expire, they do not know whether to 
renew or get out. However, inasmuch as there is no place to go, they 
are still there. I do not think there are 3 percent of vacancies in the 
district now. Iam sure there are not. 

As far as claims that the neighborhood is run down is concerned, 
most of those buildings are very substantial. It is true that many 
of them are 50 years old. However, just this noon I went downtown 
here and noticed your Willard Hotel was built in 1911, 44 years ago, 
and it hasa pretty good appearance. 

Mr. Mutter. Do you know how much money was spent last year 
to modernize it. 

Mr. Storms. No. 

Mr. Mourer. I think youand I could retire on the cost. 

Mr. Storms. It looked pretty good. To me, it looked better than it 
did a few years ago. 

However, the buildings in that section, most of them, are very 
substantial. A good many of them are fireproof; some have sprinkler 
systems. 

I would like to have you ask the FHA if their representative has 
ever gone through the district and really knows what it is like. I 
surely do not think it is the intent of the Administration, either the 
Democratic or the Republican administration—they have always 
expressed the thought that small business was necessary to the econ- 
omy of the country. That is one reason they have the Small Business 
Administration. It seems to me that right now something should be 
done by the Small Business Administration, even more than they 
have done, to stop this thing before it-throws thousands of companies 
cut of business. Some of them will go out of business because, really, 
there is no place to go in New York. 

It is all right, too, for the Small Business Administration to say 
it will give a hand in relocating and providing technical advice; 
but that is not the answer to the question. What a fellow in business 
needs first is a place to conduct his business. After he has that, then 
he can take the technical advice. As soon as he gets financial help to 
bail him out, he then is on his way to bankruptcy. There is no ques- 
tion about that. That will happen 9 times out of 10. So, that is not 
the answer. 

It is foolish for the city of New York to say that the business will 
be relocated—they cannot do it in the first place, because there is no 
place to relocate you, and, in the second place, I think they are just 
empty words, anyway. They do not seem to care what happens. 
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That is all I have to say. However, I have been in the neighbor- 
hood so long, that if there are any questions you would like to ask, 
I would like to try to give you the answers. 

Mr. SrricktaNnp. In support of Mr. Storms’ full statement—which 
I trust will be put in the record of the hearing—we have submitted 
to the committee an exhibit of photographs taken within the last 2 
weeks of the major buildings and blocks in the area, showing not only 
the residential buildings but the substantial nature of all or most of 
the commercial buildings. These pictures, it must be realized, were 
taken 414 years after this area first came under a cloud as far as con- 
demnation and use as a project area are concerned. In addition, I 
want to refer to the statements this morning and the one this after- 
noon by the Small Business Administration as well as the statement 
in the record of Mr. McCaffrey and Mr. Summers, where they re- 
ferred to Bowery areas nearby suitable for condemnation and tearing 
down. Last month we took pictures, within 3 blocks of our area, on 
the other side of Third Avenue, along the Bowery, showing what kind 
of conditions exist there that tend to support the contentions of Mr. 
McCatfrey and Mr. Summer. I would like to file these with the com- 
mittee, also for the record. 

In addition, I have included in the binder here additional letters 
from some of the businessmen in the area, who have been sending 
them to us within the last several days citing their individual cir- 
cumstances, expressing their feelings about having to move out and 
the difficulties that they would face. There is another exhibit I 
would like to get in the record. 

Mr. Mutrer. The photographs will be received. We have no facili- 
ties for reprinting or reproducing photographs in our printed record. 

Mr. Strrickianb. I understand that. 

(The photographs were received and placed in the committee’s file. ) 

Mr. Murer. They will be here for the use of the committee, how- 
ever, and the various letters will remain here. For the sole sake of 
saving space and cost, we will put in the record the names and ad- 
dresses of those who sent the letters and not print the letters. 

(The names and addresses are as follows :) 

T. Gentilly Co., 125 Bleecker Street, New York City. 

Sciurba & Domandi, 55 West Third Street, New York City. 
Salwen Paper Co., 187-195 Greene Street, New York City. 

Ben Gertler, 1385 Bleecker Street, New York City. 

Bright Chair Co., 127-133 Bleecker Street, New York City. 
Eddie Condon, 47 West Third Street, New York City. 
Paramount Wire Co., 98-100 Bleecker Street, New York City. 
Sherman Metal Works, 186-188 Wooster Street, New York City. 


Metropolitan Embossing Co., Inc., 123 Bleecker Street, New York City. 

Galkin Corp., 111 Bleecker Street, New York City. 

Standard Paper Box Machine Co., 133 Bleecker Street, New York City. 

Oliver Williams, Inc., 24 West Eighth Street, New York City. 

D. & D. Electric Co., Inc., 53 West Third Street, New York 12, N. Y., Jack 
Bodner, president 

Correct Luggage Co., Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y., Harry Bailes, 
president 

Isidore Britchky, 166-168 Greene Street, New York, N. Y. 

American-Duro Fastener Co., Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y., Herbert 
Agrest, treasurer 

Winston Leather Products, Inc., 179 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y. 

B. Kruger, 185 Mercer Street, New York, N. Y. 


Don Wallace, Printer, Inc., 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y., Mrs. Don Wal- 
lace, treasurer 
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Durable Fibre Sample Case Co., 207-209 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y. 

Princely Bias Bindings, 171-173 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y. 

Machine and Instrument Local 1227, United: Electrical, Radio & Machine Work- 
ers of America, 24-01 Jackson Avenue, Long Island City, N. Y., Victor Teich, 
president 

Citizens Union of the City of New York, 5 Beekman Street, New York, N. Y. 

Mrs. Keppele Hall, 71 Washington Square South, New York, N. Y. 

Morris Friedman, Bleecker Corrugated Box Co., 26 West Houston Street, New 
York, N. Y. 

Felko Paper Box, 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y. 

Yankee Leather Hoods Co., 207 Wooster Street, New York, N. Y. 

John A. Ward, 45 East 55 Street, New York, N. Y. 

Siegel-Scola-Trento Dyers, Inc., 222-224 Greene Street, New York, N. Y. 

Staley Elevator Co., Inc., 155 Greene Street, New York, N. Y. 

Washington Square Park Committee, 24 East 11 Street, New York, N. Y. 

Mrs. Werner Boecklin, 71 Washington Square South, New York, N. Y. 

Sam Cohen Machinery Co., 204 Greene Street, New York, N. Y. 

286 names of workers who signed the following petition : 


“DEAR CONGRESSMAN : We urge you to use your influence to stop the Fed- 
eral grant for the Washington Square Southeast project. 
“This project would destroy over 1,000 small businesses and put 15,000 
people out of work for the sake of some high-rent housing. 
“Already the runaway of industry from New York City has created heavy 
unemployment. Don’t let this project add us to the unemployed.” 
(The following is a list of letters received favoring the project :) 
Owners, 104-6 Bleecker Street, Lester W. Rubin, attorney 
Potter Properties, 314 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 

Mr. Srorms. May I add that I do not know if we all should feel so 
sorry for New York Univ ersity. They own prac tically the whole 
square now. They have a macaroni factory over in New Jersey which 
they have been fighting the Internal Revenue Department about in the 
matter of taxes. Honest, they have got a very good moneymaking 
proposition, that university. 

Mr. Mutter. You and I, as New Yorkers, are very proud and very 
glad they are doing a good job. 

Mr. Srorms. That is true, but they are inconsistent. They have a 
business course and a stiff tuition. Then a boy goes to the business 
school at the university and the next week they try to put his pop out 
of business so he cannot pay the tuition. 

Mr. Mutter. Well, New York University is just like all the other 
private universities and colleges in the country. Their tuition amounts 
to approximately one-third of the cost of maintaining the student, even 
if the student is not living there. That is, aside from living expense, 
the cost of putting students through in a university or a college is about 
three times what the average tuition is. You are talking to a papa 
who has had to pay the bill. 

Mr. Storms. I have been through it, too. 

May I add one more thing / How about the New York Unive me 
dispossessing the tenants a “few years ago on a block between Wes 
Broadway and Thompson Street on the square to put up a new bnild- 
ing. They are not using it fora parking lot, but it is a great big ten- 
nis court and it was a vacant lot for 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 years before that 
That is all they are using it for. 

Mr. SrrickLtanp. Next I would like to call Miss Blanche Rubinsky, 
103 Bleecker Street. 

I trust that it being a short statement that Miss Rubinsky can read 
her statement and answer any questions that you might have. 
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STATEMENT OF MISS BLANCHE RUBINSKY, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Miss Rusinskxy. I am Blanche Rubinsky, owner of the property at 
103 Bleecker Street, New York. I am here to testify on Washington 
Square Southeast title I project in that capacity, and to represent 
Samuel Rubinsky who, under his name operates a business on -the 
premises. 

We believe that the Congress should take whatever steps are with- 
in its power to stop the proposed project. There are many reasons. 
Of those reasons, the ruinous effect upon small business alone is 
enough to justify vigorous action. 

This business employing seven people, installs and services hat 

pote, builds and sells machinery to the hat industry. It has been 
ocated in the immediate project area for 35 years, and in this build- 
ing for 15 years. It must, to survive, remain here near its customers, 
a list of whom is appended hereto, both of those to be scattered by 
this project and those in adjacent areas from whom the business of 
Mr. Rubinsky would be displaced for many repairs are in the nature 
of emergencies requiring quick service. 

The business occupies 15,000 square feet. No space within reason- 
able distance can be found at a rental that would be within my 
father’s means. 

The cost of relocation is moderately estimated at $15,000 and $20,000 
and that would be ruinous. It must include a rewiring, changing from 
a. c. to d. c. motors, dismantling and setting up heavy machinery in 
the machine shop, besides moving a large, diverse stock. 

A further hardship entailed would be the separation from businesses 
such as Greenwick Village Plumbing Supply Co., Inc., 537 West 
Broadway; Al Charyn, 424 West Broadway; Klein Hardware, 639 
Broadway; Manhattan Plumbing Supply Co., 623 Broadway, which 
supply the specialized needs of Mr. Rubinsky in the inevitable inter- 
relation of businesses. 

Mr. Srrickianp. Miss Rubinsky has attached several items as part 
of the record. 

Mr. Muurer. Those names will be included as part of your state- 
ment without the necessity of your reading them. 

These customers, along with Samuel Rubinsky, would be dislocated 
by the project: 

S. & R. Hat Corp., 92 Bleecker Street 

Julie Hat Co., 197 Greene Street 

M. Barsky & Co., 186 Wooster Street 

La Belle Hat Co., 51 West Third Street 
Manhattan Hat Works, 36 West Third Street 
Active Hat Co., 185 Mercer Street 

The business of Samuel Rubinsky would be removed from the fol- 
lowing customers, who would remain in the neighborhood of the proj- 
ect area: 

Kurtson Hat Co., 721 Broadway. 

J. Elishewitz Sons & Co., 721 Broadway 

Allison Hat Co., 271 Broadway 

Draper Hat Co., 740 Broadway 

Pretty Miss Hat Co., 751 Broadway 

Lexington Hat Co., 594 Broadway 
Colby Hats, Inc., 23 Waverly Place 
Andover Hat So., 21 Waverly Place 
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Ideal Panama Hat Corp., 141 Wooster Street 
Gay Hats, Inc., 135 Greene Street 

Peacock Hat Co., Inc., 185 Greene Street 
Corona Hat Co., 13 University Place 

Flip-it Hat Co., 707 Broadway 

Berlotte Hats, Inc., 30 Bond Street 

Beacon Hat Co., 693 Broadway 

Alida Hat Co., 5 East Third Street 

Bernice Hat Co., 54 East Eleventh Street 
Ecuadorian Panama Hat Corp., 303 Mercer Street 
Fogel Cap Co., 729 Broadway 

Jacobson Bros., 2 Bond Street 


The S. & R. Hat Corp and Julie Hat Co. employ 150 and 200 people. 
The S. & R. Hat Corp. will move out of New York if it is dislocated. 

Mr. Srrickianp. In support of the typical situation that is repre- 
sented by Miss Rubinsky’s father’s business, I have here a cross- 
section study—a 25 percent sampling of the small businesses in the 
area. They supplied in questionnaire form, information about their 
businesses, the number of employees, the square feet of occupancy, 
the monthly rental, and the relocation costs and various other items. 
This table shows 283 of the some 1,000 to 1,100 businesses. We have 
prepared a statistical analysis on this which shows that the estimated 
moving cost and the relocation cost, not taking into account the loss 
of good will in certain businesses where they purchased that when 
they went into the business, amounts to $2,345,000 plus. 

That is in the case of just one-quarter of the firms. Projected, on 
the basis of a random sampling, which this is, would be in excess of $9 
million or $10 million which would have to be borne by these people, 
for which they would not be compensated. 

I would like to submit, with your permission, a statistical table 
which is not now typed for the record if I may, within a day or so on 
my return to New York. 

Mr. Mutrer. You may forward it to the committee. We will be 
glad to accept it. 

Mr. SrrickLanp. I would like to file this full tabulation as an ex- 
hibit meanwhile. 

I would now like to call on Mr. Max Insler, coproprietor of Insler’s 
Luncheonette, 38 West Houston Street, New York, N. Y., represent- 
ing another segment of small business in the project area, the luncheon- 
ette restaurant and related businesses, which, of course, cannot just 
pick up and find new customers in wherever they may find themselves 
as a result of being dislocated. 


STATEMENT OF MAX INSLER, COPROPRIETOR OF INSLER’S 
LUNCHEONETTE, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Inster. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Max Insler. My brother and I operate a luncheonette at 38 West 
Houston Street in New York City. Weemploy six people. We serve 
about 1,000 people daily. 

My father and mother started in business in 1914 at 48 West Houston 
Street. This business has been in operation continuously for 44 years 
since that time. We earn our living for ourselves, my sister and my 
widowed, ailing mother. 

The area that we are located in is now and has always been pro- 
ductive and self-supporting. It has always employed many people. 
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There are diversified industries here. There are jobbers and manu- 
facturers of children’s clothing. There are jobbers and manufactur- 
ers of ladies’ and men’s clothing. There are the allied lines that serve 
those different industries. There are also printing firms, machine 
shops, plastic firms, paper goods, corrugated boxes, machinery com- 
panies, elevator manufacturers. leather goods, textiles, and so forth. 

Now there are also many types of establishments that cater to this 
area. There are in the area restaurants, luncheonettes, bars and grills, 
barbershops, stationery stores, garages, bookshops, hardware stores, 
and so forth. If these businesses are displaced from this area each 
and every businessman will be ruined or deprived of a livelihood for 
himself and his family. I myself have almost everything invested in 
my business besides having a mortgage on an air-conditioning in- 
stallation. The city of New York in condemnations does not pay for 
good will, permanent installations such as toilets, stainless steel fronts, 
ceilings or walls, or moving. They would thereby be putting us out 
of business. We will lose every customer. This means that we will 
have to start all over again elsewhere, if financially able. I do not be- 
lieve that a law was ever written or meant to do that. 

This locality is definitely not a slum area. It is constantly inspected 
by the labor department, the fire department, and the health depart- 
ment. Almost every building has a heating system and an elevator. 
The manufacturing tenants and business people tell me that if forced 
to move, it will cost fabulous sums, plus the fact that many cannot 
find suitable space at a comparable rent. 

It will scatter these firms to the four winds. Also many older 
workers whose firms move away will lose their jobs and not be reem- 
ployed. These persons will become a charge or responsibility of the 
city, State, or Government. 

| hope-this committee will do everything in its power to investi- 
gate the chaos and repercussions this project will cause to business 
if allowed to materialize. 

A representative of Charles F. Noyes spoke before the.board of 
estimate. He specifically stated that the Charles F. Noyes real estate 
office never stated that they were in favor of this project. He said 
this area was, and has always been, the cradle of industry. 

Now, as to some firms moving from the area. They were fright- 
ened by the fact that condemnation was to come. In this respect, all 
businesses would move at the same time, so many of these firms 
moved away from the area and in that way they tried to avoid being 
charged a higher rental after condemnation. Most of these few firms 
that moved left the city or the State. 

Let me repeat that | hope this committee will do everything in its 
power to investigate the chaos and repercussions this project will 
sause to business if allowed to materialize. 

I wish to thank this committee for allowing me to be heard. 

Mr. Srrickianp. Mr. Chairman, before bringing up our last wit- 
ness and letting some of the others go on, I do want to make a note 
of the fact that the-statistical, 25 percent sample table that I sub- 
mitted, and which I hope will be an exhibit and part of the record, 
indicates that the average annual rental paid by the business firms 
in this area is 64.6 cents per square foot. The city planning com- 
mission in its determinations has referred consistently to the fact that 
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there is a dollar per square foot average annual rental in the area. 
That certainly is not true. 

In its substantiating information, in reports attempting to support 
the belief that these businesses can be relocated at comparable rentals, 
the city refers to, in the main, rentals above a dollar. I wish to draw 
it to the committee’s attention that, again, the facts are somewhat 
different. 

I would like next to call on ‘my cochairman of the Washington 
Square Neighbors, Mrs. Selma Robinson of 71 Washington Square 
South. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. SELMA ROBINSON, COCHAIRMAN, WASHING- 
TON SQUARE NEIGHBORS, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mrs. Rosrnson. My name is Selma Robinson. I am a tenant at 71 
Washington Square South, and I am a cochairman of the Washing- 
ton Square Neighbors. I should like to say that there is not one resi- 
dential slum building in the entire nine square block area from Wash- 
ington Square south to West Houston Street and from West Broad- 
way to Mercer Street. 

One hundred and one of the one hundred and thirty-two families 
in that area live on the square block facing Washington Square Park. 
Incidentally, I would like to say these are families, not merely resi- 
dents. I think there are about 375 to 400 actual residents. The house 
in which I live fronts one of the most beautiful and historic spots in 
America. It faces disfigurement, if not destruction, should this pro- 
ject go through. 

One of the things that will happen to this park will be a major 
highway which will cut 75 feet off. It will dig a deep ditch, excavate 
both sides. It will be 9 feet deep, so that mothers with their baby 
carriages, who have to pass from one part of the park to the other, 
will have to go up this incline pushing a baby carriage, down to the 
other side to get across. There will be a little railing built on both 
sides of this bridge to keep the kids from falling over. This, I think, 
will set the city back about $600,000, this roadway alone. It has been 
called the “Ditch of Washington Square,” you might be interested to 
know. 

On the north and west sides of the park, you will find apartments of 
great luxury renting for $50 to $150 per room per month. You will 
not find such rents in a slum area. 

The house in which I have lived for 12 years is a 17-story, fireproof, 
2-elevator building with beautiful, spacious, well-kept apartments, 
most of them with wood-burning fireplaces, and some with 2 baths. 

I heard somebody here talk about the tenements. Well, this build- 
ing provides homes for 51 families, including doctors, lawyers, play- 
wrights, writers, advertising executives, teachers, economists, and 
others. Their homes are beautifully decorated and most of them have 
lived here from 8 to 15 years. 

From our windows we look out on this small, pretty park, that the 
Moses committee would slice in half in order to make a superhigh- 
way. In this park mothers with babies gather, oid retired gentle- 
men come here to play chess. Students and other young people gather 
here for sunshine. And it is not a secret that NYU has wanted this 
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park as its private campus for an awfully long time and has been con- 
sistently buying up land all around the square, Washington Square, 
and with not one nickel of my taxpayer money. 

Next to our house, on the right, is a garage. At the left are 2 fine 
smal] buildings, recently remodeled at a cost of $50,000, serving as a 
Catholic student center. Other residential buildings on this square 
block include a corner apartment house with about 14 families. 

The proposed housing is not middle income. For a man and wife 
and child—the minimum rental would be around $216 to $250 a month. 

I know the neighborhood and its residential and commercial tenants 
well. This is an area with one of the lowest crime and fire records 
in all New York. It hurts me to read, as I did recently, that Mr. 
Follin of the HHFA was irresponsible enough to call this a menace 
to NYU safety. He said it was dangerous for NYU students to walk 
at night over at the “campus.” Which campus, Mr. Follin? There 
is no campus, at all. I challenge such shameless statements. 

Where and from whom does Mr, Follin obtain his “facts”? I have 
inquired at the eighth police precinct serving our neighborhood, and 
I have been assured there is absolutely no serious or noteworthy crime, 
and that this is one of the most orderly areas in New York. All build- 
ings are regularly inspected by the city and, as I said, hess is a low 
fire incidence. 

I also strongly challenge this statement that this is a blighted area. 
It is just baseless and irresponsible. 

If you were to walk 3 or 4 blocks to the east of our area, you would 
find real flops, decadent dwellings, rundown, fire- hazardous, vermin 
infested, that is due serious consideration of title I. But, not our 
good, respectable, thriving, well-kept area. As a resident and as a 
taxpayer, I object strenuously to this most immoral abuse of public 
moneys and of the noble intention of title I. 

Mr. Mutter. We will take a 5-minute recess. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

Mr. Mutter. May I suggest that we resume now ? 

Mr. Strickland ? 

Mr. Srricktanp. Mr. Chairman, several union representatives from 
the area came down with us, a Mr. David Montgomery and a Mr. Gold- 
stone, representing different unions of the employees. They can give 
the employment picture and tell how the employees would be affected. 
This is David Montgomery who has his own statement and exhibit. 

I would like the privilege after the two union people are through, 
of just briefly summarizing a few cogent points. 

Mr. Murer. We will be pleased to have you do that. Mr. Mont- 
gomery, your full name and affiliation ? 


STATEMENT OF DAVID MONTGOMERY, LOCAL 475, UNITED ELECTRI- 
CAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WORKERS (UE), PREMIER INSTRU- 
MENT CO. 


Mr. Monteomery. David Montgomery, shop chairman of the 
Premier Instrument Shop, which is affiliated with Local 475, United 
Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of UE. 

I have written copies of the statement that I would like to put in 
the record and then I would like to summarize if I can. 
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Mr. Mutrer. Yes, we will be glad to set forth your statement in 
full if that would be the more expeditious way of handling it, and 
then ng will briefly tell us what it is. 

(The statement of Mr. Montgomery is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Davin Montcomery, Locat 475, Unirrep ELectricaL, Rapio AND 
MACHINE WorKeErS (UE), PREMIER INSTRUMENT Co., IN OPPOSITION TO THE 
WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST HOUSING PROJECT 


I am David Montgomery and I work as a machine operator in the Premier 
Instrument Co., located at 52 West Houston Street, New York City. I appear 
here on behalf of my union, the workers in my shop and other workers in the 
area. 

On behalf of my union, Local 475 of the United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers of America (UE), and as a representative of the 15,000 workers em- 
ployed in the area affected by the proposed Washington Square Southeast hous- 
ign project, I would like to present the reasons for our opposition to this project. 

We feel that the Federal Government should not extend a grant under title 1 
of the Housing Act of 1949 in this Washington Square area for the following 
reasons : 

1. There are no slums in the area affected by the project. 

2. The project would spell the ruin of some 1,100 small businesses which are 
located in the area. These firms would be forced either to close or to move out 
of the city of New York. 

3. The project would put some 15,000 workers who are employed by these firms 
out of work and destroy the livelihood of some 50,000 citizens of New York City 
thereby. 

4. The project would thus be of great damage to the entire city of New York by 
driving businesses out of the city at a time when many companies are already 
leaving for other reasons. 


I. WHAT IS THE CHARACTER OF THIS AREA? 


The Washington Square southeast area is basically a small business area in 
which many industries vital to New York City are represented. It is not a slum 
housing area. 

This project is called a slum clearance project. The cause of clearing slums 
to build low and middle income housing is one which we support fully. In the 
case of this project, we do not see that aim being pursued. 

More than $12 million, $8 million from the Federal Government, is to be spent for 
this project. If we look at the area, however, we find that there are fewer than 
200 residential tenants in the entire area. The houses in which these tenants live 
cannot be called slums. Almost all of them border on Washington Square itself 
and are expensive and beautiful homes. 

The rest of the area is a factory area. In these 12 blocks are found some 1,100 
small business establishments, ranging from luncheonettes and one-man shops 
to factories employing 250 workers. Many businesses are represented here: gar- 
ment shops, shoe factories, machine shops, trucking firms, bakeries, electrical and 
electronic plants, sheet-metal works, an elevator factory, lumber and furniture 
shops and export-import firms. Many of these companies are dependent on each 
other and on the life and business of the area. 

We need slum clearance in many parts of our city and need it badly. But this 
is not a slum area. The money is being wasted where it is not needed—worse than 
that, it is being used in a way which will harm the small businesses and people 
of the city. 


Il. WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO THE SMALL BUSINESSES OF THE AREA? 


Today’s intense competition already has small business in a squeeze. This 
project will force many out of existence. Practically no factory space is available 
in the city for them to move to, especially not at the low rentals available in this 
area. Most of those which do stay in business in spite of the heavy costs of relo- 
eating will have to move out of the city and many out of the State. 

The Regional Plan Association of the textile industry reported in December, 
1953, against this project: “Should these projects be approved, New York is 
certain to lose much of its industry. There is so little empty loft space available 
that there would be no place left for this dispossessed industry to go * * *. A 
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very tight situation now prevails even without demolition. If the proposed 
projects south of Washington Square are approved and almost 5 million square 
feet of loft space demolished, the result would be catastrophic for New York City.” 

This committee is well ware of the sharp competition of difficult economic 
plight in which much of small business finds itself today. Within the area 
covered by my local union, cutbacks and layoffs have been heavy. The company 
1 work for has cut back from 125 to 55 production workers and is certainly no 
exception. The rate of bankruptcies of small business firms last year reached 
the highest point since 1930. Certainly in this period small business should be 
given all possible assistance to preserve them against the monopolies, instead of 
being driven out of operation. 

The loft rentals in this area are very favorable to small business in this regard. 
Space is rented for $0.60 to $1 per square foot. The survey made by the Washing- 
ton Square Neighbors has shown that the businessmen of the area could find no 
such rents available elsewhere in the city. 

Many firms indicated in this survey that they would be unable to finance 
moving themselves to a new location. Others would have no business apart from 
this area for their operations are all rooted here. 

The worst feature of this situation is that most of the firms will move out of 
the city or State. In the first place, most of them must do so. In a speech re- 
ported in the New York Daily News of April 15, 1955, City Council President 
Abe Stark stated that almost 100 percent of the city’s 63 million square feet of 
industrial space is fully occupied. 

Secondly, many companies which must move will be attracted by the non-union, 
low-wage conditions of outlying areas. They will be tempted to follow the 
ominous pattern of “run-away shops” which has been established in our city. 
From the building in which my company is located, three firms have already left. 
Two have gone to Long Island, well beyond the limits of New York City. The 
other has gone to New Jersey. 

This project, therefore, should be opposed and prevented because it will deal 
a severe and completely unnecessary blow to small business. Many companies 
will go out of business. Others will move at great loss and expense. But even 
where the companies survive, the workers will bear the greatest burden. 


Itl, WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO THE WORKERS ? 


The 15,000 workers of the area will be thrown out of work and forced to seek 
new jobs in a city where unemployment is already heavy. The wages and work- 
ing conditions which they have built up over the years will be lost. The people 
will be left with poorer jobs than they now have, unemployment insurance, or 
relief. 

While he was campaigning for election in October 1953, Mayor Wagner of New 
York sent a message to the Greenwich Village Association opposing this proj- 
ect. In this message he stated: “Perhaps the saddest and farthest-reaching effect 
of the plan involves the hundreds of small businesses which would have to close 
shop, the many hundreds of village residents who would be deprived of their 
employment, and the tax revenues which would be permanently lost to New 
York City.” 

Close to 15,000 people work in this area. If one adds up the dependents of 
these workers, such as my wife and children, one finds 45,000 to 50,000 people 
whose livelihood depends on the business of this area. A majority of these 
people are not in categories who can find jobs easily. 

About two-thirds of these workers are Negroes and Puerto Ricans. Many of 
them are women. Large numbers are over 40 years old. Such people are the 
last, always the last, to be hired and the first to be fired. A loss of jobs in 
their case will be especially hard felt. 

For many years the great majority of us have enjoyed the benefits of union 
organization. In many shops the workers have won good contracts and wages 
over years of effort. These conditions, as well as the protections and benefits 
that go with high seniority, are all threatened by the project. 

In my own shop, we have established an average wage of over $2 an hour 
and vacations with pay ranging from 2 to 3 weeks for senior workers. These 
will all be lost to us if the plant moves out. 

What will happen to us? What will happen to these 15,000 workers and 
their families if this area is cleaned out? 

Already there are some 400,000 out of work in New York City. Not only 
that, but unemployment in New York today is not just a matter of a week or so. 
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Over 60,000 people have exhausted their unemployment insurance without find- 
ing work. They are desperate and ready to work for anything. Must we join 
them in mad competition for fewer and fewer jobs? 

We read of high production in the Nation in the first quarter of 1955. This 
is true. But we must not make the mistake of thinking that this means high 
employment. While production may be up 2 percent over this time last year, 
employment is down 7 percent. 

I have given statistics on unemployment. Let me draw upon the shop of 
which I am chairman to show what they mean. Thirty people were laid off 
last June. Eight months later, 13 were recalled. Of these 13, only 1 had worked 
more than 5 months out of those 8. Five had worked, but for less than 5 out of 
the 8 months. The rest had not worked at all. All of these workers would have 
earned $1.60 to $1.70 under our contract. Those who worked at all worked at 
rates between $1 and $1.20 per hour. 

Women workers have found the search for jobs even more difficult. Twenty- 
five women used to work in my shop. All were laid off. Of those 25, only 2 
found factory jobs. Even those jobs paid only 90 cents or $1 an hour. Three 
found jobs in bars or restaurants. One could find work only as a domestic, and 
to get that job she had to sleep away from home. The others have not worked 
at all. The employment service in New York City today—the USES—simply 
tells women who had good factory jobs that there are no similar jobs available. 
The Negro women are prevailed upon to work as domestics. If they will not, 
they are given another appointment at the USES for a month and a half to 2 
months later. 

This tight job situation holds even for skilled workers. Last November my 
company placed in the New York Sunday Times a small want-ad for tool and 
die makers and first-class machinists. Two men were wanted. By 9 a. m. Mon- 
day morning 60 men were waiting outside the office. 

Our city is already plagued by shops running out of town. Many companies 
which have good union contracts are moving out to low-wage, nonunion areas. 
This form of wage cutting and union busting has become a national menace. 
Only last year it was dramatized by the removal of the Alexander Smith carpet 
mills from Yonkers and the American Safety Razor Co. from Brooklyn. These 
companies, unfortunately, are only part of a long list, which includes such 
New York companies as Bommer Spring Hinge, Eastern Air Devices, United 
Metal Box, Parker-Kalon and the Schraeder Valve Co. which is now threaten- 
ing to move. 

My union has negotiated into our contract with my company an agreement 
providing for protection of our jobs and contract if the company stays within 
the metropolitan area, and severance pay if it moves outside of that area. Very 
few, if any, of the other shops in the area have even that meager protection. 
But let us remember that no amount of severance pay is worth the loss of a 
good job in this period. 

What happens to the people when a plant moves out of town? This is the 
question I want you to consider. 

My union has just finished a survey of the 800 former production workers 
in the American Safety Razor Co. This survey indicates the grim answer to 
the question. I would like to enter this survey into the record of this hearing 
and present it for the study of each one of you. This survey, to my knowledye, 
is the first attempt every made to answer the question of what actually happens 
to the people after the runaway. 

The questionnaires sent out by the union were answered by 391 workers— 
almost half of the former union members in the plant. All of these people were 
put out of work in September 1954, when the company moved. In March of 
this year, 6 months later, 74 percent of those who answered were still unem 
ployed. The 26 percent who had found jobs had been without work an average 
of 154% weeks. Furthermore, 80 of them had to take jobs at lower rates of pay 
than they were receiving in American Safety Razor, and only 22 found the 
same or better rates of pay. And those 288 people who have not yet found 
work have now exhausted their unemployment insurance and are totally with- 
out an income. 

This study shows what happens today when companies move out. It indicates 
what is in store for the 15,000 workers of the Washington Square area if this 
project goes through. We and our dependents total over 45,000 people. The 
vast majority of us will be faced with 26 weeks of a meagre unemployment 
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insurance—and then darkness. What will it be? Doubling up in housing— 
skimping and shortages—hopelessly pounding the streets after want-ads—relief? 

This is why I am here. This is my mandate from the workers of my shop 
and the area. We are men and women with families to provide for. We have 
appealed to the city council and the board of estimate of New York. We have 
visited the borough president of Manhattan. Our appeal for our jobs so far 
has fallen on deaf ears. The workers have become bitter and cynical. This is 
why we greet this hearing and have turned to you, members of this committee 
dedicated to the preservation of small business, to save our jobs. 

We must finally remember that as many as we are in the area, this blow will 
injure not only us but the entire city. 


IV. WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO THE CITY AS A WHOLE? 


The flight of industry from New York City and State is well known. Our city 
is already threatened with becoming almost a ghost town. This project would 
add to that flight. It must be stopped and in its place a program to keep and 
promote industry and small business in New York must be undertaken. 

During the recent campaign for Governor of New York State, Averell Harri- 
man laid great stress on his program to keep industry in New York and to attract 
new firms. This program won him a great deal of support from labor and small- 
business men. 

Each plant that is removed from a community has a snow-ball effect on the 
community. The former employees cannot buy what they used to buy. This 
hurts the tradesmen from whom they do their shopping. It hurts the com- 
munity organizations and the tax revenues of the city government. City Coun- 
cil President Abe Stark pointed out, in the speech I referred to earlier, that a 
single plant employing 100 people is worth $590,000 a year to its town. By these 
figures, our area is worth $88,500,000 to New York City. In addition, each plant 
of 100 people is worth $270,000 more in bank deposits, 174 new jobs, $360,000 
more in annual retail sales as it increases the population by 296 people who 
vote, pay taxes, support churches and charities, and make the community grow. 

This statement by Mr. Stark indicates to what an extent this project will 
damage our city. It is certainly foolish—if not criminal—to tear down an indus- 
trial area for the sake of high-cost housing, and then to go on to speak of the 
necessity of attracting industry to New York City. 

Yes, industry must be attracted to New York. And the industry which is in 
New York must ge kept there. New factory sites, a national $1.25 minimum wage 
to eliminate low-wage areas, an end to the tax rebates which finance run- 
aways—this is the program needed to save small business in New York and to 
aid labor and small business throughout the country. We need a program which 
looks to an expanded economy based on higher purchasing power to give small 
business a wider market. We do not need a program which would contract the 
market and then seek to end competition by wiping out small establishments. 
Such a narrow, restrictive program which will drive out small business is exactly 
what this project represents. Let us expand industry, not destroy it. 


Vv. CONCLUSIONS 


1. Our city cannot afford the blow to small business and the working people 
which this project would inflict. 

2. This project is not the housing we need and is not slum clearance. It is 
luxury housing to take the place of an industrial area which the city vitally 
needs. 

8. There is no place in New York City for the 1,100 small business establish- 
ments hit by the project to go. They must either leave the city or close up, thus 
adding to the already dangerous rate of failures of small businesses. 

4. In either case, the 15,000 workers and their families will be deprived of 
their livelihood with little chance of finding another job or at least one with 
such conditions as they have established for themselves over the years. 

5. What is needed is not this misuse of housing funds, but instead: 

(a) To build us the housing we need where it will help us, not hurt 
us ; and 

(b) To press for a positive program which will aid and save small busi- 
ness and the working people of our city and country in these times through 
a national $1.25 minimum wage, an expanded market, and making better 
facilities available to small-business men. 
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6. We ask you, therefore, to use your influence to stop this $8 million housing 
grant for the Washington Square Southeast project and save our jobs and 
businesses. 


New York, N. Y¥., April 18, 1955. 
To CONGRESSMAN MULTER. 


HoNoRABLE Sir: We are members of 32-B in the project area. Thanking you 
for your kind cooperation in giving us this hearing which will be held on Tuesday, 
April 19, 1955. 

We, the members of this section are asking you to look through this thor. 
oughly. Many of us have worked here for the past 37 years and if you should 
let this unfair thing go through it would play a very great hardship on the mem- 
bers in this area because as you know after 40 or 50 the labor market cannot use 
such men. So we are asking you for your kind cooperation. 

As a shop steward in this area I have 80 men, including myself, that would not 
be able to compete with the labor market of today. I only regret that I was not 
able to attend that hearing. 

Thanking you for your kind cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 
EUGENE CowWELL, Book No. 4427, Local 32—B. 


Mr. Montcomery. First of all, I want to express to the members of 
this committee and, Mr. Multer, especially, our appreciation for hold- 
ing this hearing and showing the interest that you have. I just might 
tell that on Friday I called a noon-hour meeting of the workers in my 
shop and told them about the meeting, of the interest that you had ex- 
pressed, and the response of the men was very enthusiastic. 

As I left work yesterday one of them yelled out, “Get us at least a 
stay of execution.” So, that is what Iam here to attempt. 

Mr. Mutrer. You tell them that all we can do is give them a hear- 
ing. Unfortunately, we are not a court or an executive department 
that can grant the stay. However, if we can find a means of helping, 
T am sure we will do what we can to help. 

Mr. Monteomery. That is what I hope. 

The character of this area has been pretty well discussed by speakers 
who came before. Certainly, my union and I fully support the aim 
of building low and middle-income housing. We all need it; we all 
need it very badly. 

In this project, however, we do not see that aim. In this project we 
see money being spent on an area that is primarily a commercial area, 
an industrial area, to tear down such an area and build, instead, a 
high-income project; very small and very expensive apartments. 

In the written testimony I point out 12 blocks—of course, that figure 
should be 9—in the area. 

There is just one point, as far as speaking of this as a blighted area. 
I think the pictures that were introduced should be studied. One of 
them is of the building where I work, and I would call attention to 
the quality of my building, which is an old Bell Telephone Building, 
and you know they built fine, substantial structures. And this is not 
alone in being a very solid building and very well-kept factory build- 
ing in the area. 

Therefore, the question we are faced with, then, is what is going 
to happen to the small businesses of this area? What is going to 
happen to the workers of the area, and what is going to happen to 
the city asa whole if this project is carried through ? 
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The textile industry set up a Regional Plan Association back in 
1953 when this thing was first coming up, and they wrote, and I quote: 

Should these projects be approved, New York is certain to lose much of 
its industry. There is so little empty loft space available that there would be 
no place left for this dispossessed industry to go. A very tight situation now 


prevails even without demolition. If the proposed projects of Washington 
Square are approved and almost 5 million square feet of loft space demolished, 


the result would be catastrophic for New York City. 

Now this is especially important today because of the fact, as all 
of us know, that small business already is facing very sharp competi- 
tion. The market is certainly not what it was in the early 1950s. 
Lay-offs throughout our area—lay-offs throughout my locality have 
been very heavy. My own place has gone down from 125 to 55 in 
the number of production workers, working in that shop. This is a 
period, in other words, when all possible assistance has to be given 
to small business. We should certainly look at this in the light of 
that fact. 

Now, this is an area where loft space rentals are cheap, and in this 
respect, these rentals might make the difference with a lot of these 
firms as to whether they stay in business or go under. 

Secondly, the question comes up, if they do stay in business, many 
of them—most of them, and perhaps all of them—will have to move 
out of the city or the State. In the first place, most of them will have 
to do so. 

There was a speech made by the City Council President Abe Stark, 
which was reported in the New York Daily News on the 15th of April. 
In this speech Stark stated that almost 100 percent of the city’s 63 
million square feet of industrial space is fully occupied. Therefore, 
the question that these businessmen have been raising as to where they 
can go is substantiated by one of the members of the Board of Estimate 
and City Council. 

Mr. Mutter. How did the Board of Estimate vote on this project, 
was it unanimous, or what ? 

Mr. Montcomery. It was unanimous. 

Secondly, we have got to keep in mind that many of the companies, 
especially the larger ones which have to move anyhow, may well be 
attracted by some of the low-wage, nonunion areas, in outlying areas 
and follow the pattern of shops already moving out of the New York 
City seeking low wages elsewhere. 

Three that I know of in my vicinity have moved to jump the gun. 
Two went way out in Long Island and the West Bowery and one went 
to central New Jersey. I forget exactly what town. 

None that I know of has situated itself in any 1 of the 5 boroughs 
of New York City. 

We oppose this project, therefore, because we think it is going to 
deal a severe and unnecessary blow to small business. Many com- 
panies will go out of business and others will have to move at great 
expense to themselves. 

However, even where they survive, it is our feeling that the burden 
on the workers will be the greatest. Back in October of 1953, when 
the present Mayor Wagner was campaigning for election, he sent a 
message to the Greenwich Village Association which was printed in 
the newspaper of the village. He opposed this project in that mes- 

sage. 
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And in the message he said, and I quote: 


Perhaps the saddest and farthest reaching effect of the plan involves the 
hundreds of small businesses which would have to close shop, the many hundreds 
of village residents who would be deprived of their employment, and the tax 
revenues which would be permanently lost to New York City, 

Now there are close to 15,000 workmen in this area, 300 in the build- 
ing where I am alone, and if you add to that the dependents of workers 
like myself, my wife and children, this comes up to at least 45,000 
additional counting 3 dependents for each wage earner. A majority 
of these people are not in categories which will enable them to find 
jobs easily today. Between perhaps one-half and two-thirds of these 
workers are Negroes and Puerto Ricans. Many of them are women. 
Large numbers are over 40 years old. Such people are the last to be 
hired and the first to be fired. A loss of jobs in their case will be 
especially hard-felt because it is hardest for them to find a new job 
and, secondly, because these people have the lowest reserve of their 
own to tide them over in case of unemployment. 

Many of us for years have enjoyed the benefits of union organiza- 
tion; good contracts and good wages are held in many of these shops. 
In my own shop we have an average wage of over $2 an hour and 
vacations with pay ranging from 2 to 3 weeks for senior workers. 
These will all be lost to us if the plant moves out. 

What will happen to us? This is the question. What will happen 
to these 15,000 workers and their families if this area is cleaned out ? 

Already unemployment in New York City is extremely heavy. Not 
only is it heavy, but by the figures my union has collected close to 
60,000—this comes from the State unemployment service—have al- 
ready exhausted their insurance. These people are desperate and 
ready to work for anything. Do we have to join them in competition 
for fewer and fewer jobs? 

It has been said here that this problem should not affect us as there 
has been an upturn in the economy. There has been high production 
in the first quarter of 1955, but I think it would be a mistake to think 
that this means high employment. The Department of Labor figures 
in March show production up 2 percent over this time last year but 
employment down 7 percent. 

But figures about unemployment can be argued about. However, I 
want to give my experience in the shop of which I am chairman, to 
show what all of this means. Last June we had 30 people laid off; 
8 months later 13 out of these 30 were recalled to work. Of these 13 
only 1 had worked more than 5 months out of those 8; 5 of them had 
worked but for less than 5 of the 8 months. The rest hadn’t worked at 
all. All these workers had earned $1.60 to $1.70 under our contract. 
Those who worked at all worked at rates between $1 and $1.20 per hour. 

Women who worked in my place have found the search for jobs even 
more difficult. There are many garment plants in this area and gar- 
ment work is the No. 1 industry of women workers. Twenty-five 
women used to work in my shop. All of them were laid off. Of those 
25 only 2 found factory jobs and those jobs paid around 90 cents or 
$1 an hour. Three of them found jobs in bars or restaurants. One of 
them had to get a sleep-in job as a domestic upstate. The employment 
service in New York City today, the United States Employment Serv- 
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ice, has told the women who worked in my place that there are no 
jobs at the rates that they were accustomed to getting. Negro women 
especially were told to go to work as domestics. “If not,” they said, 
“come back in a month and a half for another appointment and we 
will see what we have then.” 

Now this tight situation holds even for skilled workers. Back last 
November, my company placed this ad that you can hardly see here 
[demonstrating] in the Sunday New York Times calling for tool- 
makers and also first-class all-around machinists. On Monday morn- 
ing there were 60 men waiting in the hall way outside of the shop to 
put in applications. 

Already our city is plagued with shops moving out. Many com- 
panies which have good contracts with the unions are moving out to 
low-wage nonunion areas. This form of what actually amounts to 
wage cutting was dramatized when Alexander Smith moved out of 
Yonkers and the American Safety Razor Co. moved from Brooklyn. 
This list can be added to by Bommer Spring Hinge, Eastern Air 
Devices, United Metal Box, Parker-Kalon and the Schraeder Valve 
Co. which is now threatening to move. 

In my own place we have a contract, a clause of which contains— 
this was negotiated last November knowing this project was coming 
up—an agreement that if the company moves within the 5 boroughs, 
or within 10 miles of the Jersey side we retain our jobs and contract. 
If it moves outside of these bounds we get severance pay. But the 
question is that with the little likelihood of their being able to find 
a place within the five boroughs, certainly no amount of severance 
pay is worth the loss of a good job. 

What happens to the people then when a plant moves out of 
town? 

Well there is one indication that I have that I would like to sub- 
mit to the record. My union conducted a survey of the employees in 
the production unit of American Safety Razor Co. This company 
moved out of Brooklyn last September. It has been gone 6 months. 

We sent questionnaires to all of these people to find out how they 
were making out asking questions like, “Are you now working?” 
“How much are you making?” “How long were you out of work in 
the meantime?” “If you are not working, how are you maintaining 
a living?” Unfortunately the full questionnaires have not yet been 
printed up, but I have here a summary of the questionnaire which 
was printed in a dance journal for a dance last Saturday night that 
I would like to introduce for the record. 

Mr. Muurer. That is part of your statement, is it not ? 

Mr. Montcomery. Well not the whole summary in the statement, 
which I have typed out here. I just point out a few highlights. 

At any rate here are some of the eeee pointed out. These ques- 
tionnaires were answered by 391 workers. There used to be about 
800 workers in production in American Safety Razor Co. In other 
words about half. All of these people were put out of work in Sep- 
tember of 1954—6 months later 74 percent of those who answered were 
still unemployed; 26 percent had found jobs, but these people had 
been out an average of 1514 weeks without work. Of that 26 percent, 
which amounts to a little over a hundred people, 80 had to take jobs 
at lower rates of pay than they were receiving at American Safety 

Razor and only 22 found the same or better rates of pay. 
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Now this study shows pretty well what is happening today in our 
cities when companies move out, and I think it shows the reason for 
our concern with the possibility of these companies being forced out 
of business or forced to move out of town here. We are 15,000 work- 
ers in this area and our dependents total about 45,000 people. The 
vast majority of us will be faced with 26 weeks of meager unemploy- 
ment insurance and then we fend for ourselves, doubling up on aoe 
ing, skimping, shortages, pounding the streets after want ads. 

At this point I would like to point out that at the end of my writ- 
ten testimony here, I have a letter to Congressman Multer which was 
written to me in longhand yesterday by Eugene Cowell, who is the 
area steward for local 32-B of the Building Service International 
Union of the AFL. He covers about 80 elevator operators in such 
building service work in the area. He wrote: 


HONORABLE Sik: We are the members of 32—B in the project area. Thanking 


you for your kind cooperation in giving us this hearing which will be held on 
Tuesday, April 19, 1955. 


We, the members of this section are asking you to look through this thorough- 
ly. Many of us have worked here for the past 37 years and if you should let 
this unfair thing go through it would play a very hardship on the members 
in this area because as you know after 40 or 50 the labor market cannot use 
such men. So we are asking you for your kind cooperation. 

As a shop steward in this area that I have 80 men, including myself, would 
not be able to compete with the labor market of today. My only regret is that 
I was not able to attend the hearing. 

Thanking you for your kind cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 
EUGENE COWELL. 

This is why I came here. It is a mandate from the workers of my 
shop and of the area as a whole. And when I spoke of the area as a 
whole, this is what I mean. We have undertaken a great deal of 
activity about this project and people who work in many other places 
are constantly coming to me and want to know what has happened, 
where do we stand, how long do we work. We are men and women 
with families to provide for. We have appealed to the city council 
and the board of estimate. We have visited the Borough President of 
Manhattan about this. So far our appeal for our jobs has fallen 
on deaf ears. This is why we greet this hearing and have turned to 
you to see what can be done to save the small business jobs of this 
area. 

Finally, I think it would be wrong to close on this subject without 
looking at it in a perspective a little broader than even just the 1,000 
or so businesses in this area and the 15,000 workers in this area, be- 
cause it is my feeling that this thing is going to affect the entire city. 
And this, I think, is one of the ways in which we must consider it. 

During his recent campaign for Governor, Averell Harriman laid 
a great stress on his program to keep industry in New York and at- 
tract new firms. This program won him a great deal of support from 
labor and small business. 

The reason is that every plant that goes out of the community has 
a snowball effect on the community as a whole. Former employees 
cannot buy what they used to buy, even if they moved. This hurts 
the tradesmen; it hurts the community organizations. 

Quoting again from this speech by Abe Stark, he said that a plant 
employing 100 people is worth $590,000 a year to its town. By these 
figures our area is worth $88,500,000 to New York City. In addition, 
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each plant of 100 people is worth $270,000 more in bank deposits, 174 
new jobs, $360,000 more in annual retail sales as it increases the popu- 
lation by 296 people who vote, pay taxes, support churches, and chari- 
ties; and make the community grow. Those were Mr. Stark’s words 
as quoted in the Daily News. 

This statement by Mr. Stark certainly indicates to what an extent 
this project will damage our city. In my opinion it would certainly 
be foolish, if not criminal, to tear down an industrial area for the 
sake of high-cost housing and then go on to speak of the necessity 
of attracting industry to New York City. Industry must be attracted 
to New York City and the industry which is in New York must be 
kept there. New factory sites and a national $1.25 minimum wage 
to eliminate low-wage areas, these things would help keep small busi- 
ness in New York and aid labor and small business throughout the 
country. 

I think we must look at this thing in the light of the fact that we 
need a program that looks to an expanded economy based on higher 
purchasing power to get small business a wider market. This project 
takes the approach of one which would contract the market and then 
seek to and competition by wiping out small business. We need to 
expand industry—not to destroy it. 

The conclusions are in the summary. It would just be summing 
up what I have said. The fact remains there is no place in New York 
City for these firms to go. In any case, these 15,000 workers and their 
families will be out having to fend for themselves. 

This is misuse of housing funds. It is not the kind of program to 
which this committee I know is dedicated in its dedication to the 
preservation and advancement of small business, and that dedication 
we agree with. 

For this reason, we ask you to look into and to use your influence to 
stop this eight million dollar housing grant for the Washington 
Square Southeast project. 

Mr. Mctrer. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MAX GOLDSTONE, COUNSEL, CAKE BAKERS UNION 
LOCAL 51, BAKERY AND CONFECTIONERY WORKERS 


Mr. Go.tpsronr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Max Goldstone, 274 
Madison Avenue, New York City. I am attorney for the Cake Bakers 
Union Local 51. 

I came down here today because to my union what would happen 
as a result of this project, if it goes through would be in our opinion 
extremely serious and dangerous. Now this is something that we have 
considered. We thought it was important enough to come here and 
present our views. 

We have two bakeries in this section, in one of which, the Danelow 

sakery, which has 200 families working. 

Now we know that if this project goes through and this bakery is 
torn down, the men we have working there will not be able to work 
elsewhere. The bakery will be destroyed, and the business that we 
have cooperated with for 35 years will come to an end. 

In 1953, about 2 years after the owner of the business had died, 
Abraham Danelow, his 2 sons took over and, not being familiar with 
the business, it deteriorated so that in 1953 a petition of bankruptey 
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was filed. Immediately, at the auction the competitors of this bakery 
came to the auction with the express and avowed purpose of buying it 
and locking it up so that the business would be at an end and they 
would be free of that competition. The bakery business has been 
pretty bad in New York recently, and they figured if they could get 
rid of one bakery they could all benefit by it. 

So, even though the machinery there was worth about $10,000, there 
was a bid by one group, which wanted to continue the business of 
$25,000. The competitors bid $26,000 for fixtures that were worth no 
more than $10,000 at most. Under the law that bakery should have 
been disposed of and torn down or locked up. 

Representing the union and representing these 200 families, I went 
to Referee Kurtz in bankruptcy. I told him what the situation was, 
1 said this bakery has been a source of livelihood to 200 families and 
the union is interested in keeping that placing going, in having a 
bakery there. In technical violation of the rules Setires Kurtz said, 
“What do you want to do?” I told him the union will contribute 
$2,500 and add it to the bulk bid so that this bakery could survive. 
And Referee Kurtz said, “I think the union is doing an excellent 
thing.” He said he would set aside the lock bid and accept the bulk 
bid and let there be a bakery there, and that is what happened. 

In order to put someone else in there, the Cake Bakers Union Local 
51 gave a mortgage of $25,000 to the fellow who took over that busi- 
ness and he has built it up and it is now a growing business—a fine 
bakery. 

We did that for a very specific purpose. We knew that if that 
bakery were closed down, torn down, every family working there 
would be out of employment. There was no place we could put them. 

If, now, this project succeeds and this bakery is torn down, we know 
that these hundreds of families will be out of work. There will be 
nothing that we can do for them because there is no place we can put 
them. 

I doubt very much whether, when Congress passed the act that we 
are talking about today, it never intended to put people out of work. 
I do not think it was ever their intention to take factories that might 
not now be new or beautiful and destroy them in order to build up 
fine high-class apartments for people who do not need them. I do not 
think there is any need in New York for high-class apartments. That 
is all we see going up all over the city. 

If this place were being used for the purpose of building apartments 
for people that needed them to have a decent place to live, if the place 
were being torn down in slum areas where people were living in slums, 
then I would be the last, representing a union, to come here and say, 
“Stop it.” I would say if we have to suffer an inconvenience to de- 
stroy old dilapidated tenements and build nicer places for the people 
to live, reasonable places, I would say go ahead and do it. I think 
that was the purpose of the legislation. I doubt very much whether 
Congress ever intended to create economic misery by putting small 
businessmen out of their businesses in order to build high-class apart- 
ments for rich people to come in and live. I do not think that was the 
purpose of the act, and I think if this project is approved that will be 
the result. I think itis wrong. I think it is a mistake, and on behalf 
of the union I represent I wish to object very seriously to it. 
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Mr. Mutrer. I trust, Mr. Goldstone, you know this is not here for 
the approval or disapproval of the committee ? 

Mr. Gotpstonr. I know that. 

Mr. Murer. We are merely inquiring into the facts studying the 
entire situation. 

Mr. Gotpstone. Well, I would say, if there is anything your group 
can do to prevent this from going on, I think you should try to do it, 
and that is all we are asking you to do. 

Mr. Murer. That is the purpose of this inquiry. 

Now, Mr. Strickland, as part of your statement you have repro- 
duced in excerpts from statements and statements in full of many 
people and associations, but they are all dated in the latter part of 
1953: one from the Citizens’ Union, another from the Regional Plan- 
ning Association, Inc., one from Charles Abrams, who is now the new 
State housing commissioner of the State of New York, and one from 
Commissioner Lawrence M. Orton, the other from Vice Chairman 
F. G. Bloustein, the latter two being members of the New York City 
Planning Commission, all in opposition to this project, Commission- 
ers Orton and Bloustein having apparently made their statements ex- 
plaining their votes against the project in the city planning commis- 
sion. Have any of those individuals or either of those two associa- 
tions made any contrary statements since 1953 ? 

Mr. Srrickitanp. No, sir. Commissioner Orton and Vice Chair- 
man Bloustein made statements in the pending taxpayer suit which 
did not change this in any manner. 

Mr. Rosenstetn. The answer is, briefly, no. 

Mr. Srrickianp. In addition I have appended there a statement of 
Council President Abe Stark in our documentation which, I trust, will 
be accepted for the record. Curiously, as council president, Mr. Stark 
is also. a member of the board of estimate, and Mr. Stark represented 
3 of the 16 votes on the board of estimate that found that there would 
be no adverse effects on employment and also that there was sufficient 
space for the relocation of these commercial and industrial firms. Yet 
here on page 15 of the Daily News, just this past Friday, we find com- 
pletely contrary statements presented by Mr. Stark. 

Mr. Murer. Mr. Maness calls to my attention that on April 15, 
1955, the Citizens’ Union of the City of New York forwarded to us 
a complete copy of their statement of October 27, 1953, opposing the 
project, and say that it is still the opinion of the citizens’ union as of 
today. 

(The paper referred to is as follows :) 


CITIZENS UNION OF THE C1Ty OF NEw YORK, 
New York, N.Y., April 15, 1955. 
Hon. ABRAHAM J. MULTER, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Mutter: I understand you are having a subcommittee hearing 
Monday on the Washington Square Southeast project. 

In that connection I think you will be interested in the enclosed statement 
which the Citizens Union issued, after a committee study, in October of 1953. 

You are welcome to make use of this statement in any way you see fit. Nothing 
has happened since to cause us to change our minds. 

With best personal wishes, I am. 

Cordially, 





, Executive Secretary. 
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CITIZENS UNION OPPOSES WASHINGTON SQUARE PROJECT—PROPOSES RESTUDY OF 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 


The Citizens Union has sent a letter to all members of the city planning com- 
mission opposing as inadequate planning the redevelopment proposal for the 
area southeast of Washington Square on which the commission recently held a 
public hearing and calling for a basic restudy of the best use of the area as 
part of the larger surrounding community. 

The letter, signed by Milton M. Bergerman, chairman of the Citizens Union, 
with the approval of the organization’s executive committee, reads as follows: 

“The Citizens Union has. carefully considered the plans for the Washington 
Square Southeast title 1 project and as a result of the study believes that the 
plan in its present form is defective and that its realization would be harmful 
to the city and the neighborhood. We are heartily in favor of the redevelop- 
ment of the deteriorated sections of the Village, some of which lie within this 
area, but there are so many things wrong with the present plan that we think 
it should be scrapped and a fresh start made. In fact we find that there should 
be a basic restudy of this area as part of a much larger community. 

“The present plan fails to measure up to what we consider the necessary 
standards in the following particulars: 

“1. None of the suites planned will have more than one bedroom. The project 
therefore will provide suitable housing only for childless couples or unattached 
individuals. This is not the class which is principally in need of housing assis- 
tance, and the provision of so many such apartments will upset the balance of 
families suitable for any normal neighborhood. The plans should provide for 
a due proportion of larger suites. 

“2. We doubt the justification of using subsidy money to provide housing 
at $45 to $48 per room a month. This is not the rental scale which needs public 
assistance. Larger suites might enable the rent per room to be reduced. 

“3. Although on the map much of the land between the buildings is colored 
green, giving the impression of ample recreation space and landscaping, Inspec- 
tion shows that most of the green area is to be devoted to parking lots. This 
would result in an unattractive project, lacking in proper recreation facilities. 

“4. We oppose cutting Fifth Avenue through Washington Square Park and 
connecting it with a wide thoroughfare carrying the avenue to Canal Street. This 
would result in channeling traffic from the Holland Tunnel and Manhattan 
Bridge into Fifth Avenue, with great increase in the congestion of the avenue 
all the way up town, to say nothing of the damage to the park and to the char- 
acter of the entire neighborhood and the safety of its children. 

“5. The project would displace some hundreds of small businesses employing 
over 15,000 persons and this would throw many of the village people out of 
business or out of work. This problem must be met, and there seems to be no 
easy solution for it. A place to make a living is almost as important as a place 
to live. 

“6. We raise the question of giving New York University the best land at 
$5 per square foot, while holding the poorer land to be used for housing at $10.50. 
This results in higher rents. Subsidizing the university may be a proper munic- 
ipal purpose. We doubt whether it should be done at the expense of the future 
residents of the project. 

“7. We believe that no satisfactory solution of the problem of redevelopment 
of the Village can be reached without an overall plan of a much larger area, 
related to the plan of the whole city, which will consider not only residence, 
but work and recreation; will determine whether in its whole setting this par- 
ticular area is more suitable for exclusively residential development or partly for 
commerce and industry, and will attempt to conserve as much as possible the 
unique character of Greenwich Village. 

“For all the above reasons we urge the rejection of the present plan and the 
restudy of the problem with a different approach and the active participation 
of the city planning commission.” 


Mr. Mctrer. I am trying to keep the record down to reasonable 
lengths. Incidentally, the shorter it is the more likely it is that it will 
be carefully read by all the members of the committee and then, when 
printed, by Members of the entire Congress. I think putting into the 
record the summary will accomplish the purpose you seek to pursue. 
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Mr. SrrickLanp. You will incorporate into the record the summary 
of certain objections which is the first item in the bound material of 
the Washington Square Neighbors ? 

Mr. Murer. What part of the statement ? 

Mr. Srrickianp. That is the first section in the bound volume that 
you are holding. It contains many points which have not been drawn 
out, but are very pertinent to the considerations of the committee. 

Mr. Murer. The 5-page summary of certain objections by Richard 
A. Strickland will be made a part of the record. 

(The summary referred to is as follows :) 


SuMMARY OF CERTAIN OBJECTIONS PRESENTED BY RiIcHARD A. STRICKLAND AT 
HEARINGS ON THE WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST TITLE I SLUM CLEARANCE 
Progect, NEw YORK 


1. Quoting the objectives of the title I program in the words of HHFA’s own 
manual, the project does not “remedy the serious housing shortage,” eliminate 
“substandard and inadequate housing,” “contribute directly to the removal of 
the impact of slums and blight on human lives and to the provision of adequate 
living space.” 

(a) It does not provide housing for which there is a need. 

(b) It does not eliminate a single one of New York’s some 425,000 substandard 
dwelling units. 

(ec) It creates rather than removes blight on human lives by destroying some 
1,100 long-established businesses, threatening the employment of some 15,000, 
destroying excellent existing housing, and in what housing it does provide does 
not provide for adequate living space. 

2. The project would not have come into existence and the welfare of small 
business and its employees be threatened unless NYU had advanced $25,000 for 
the planning studies : 

(a) It was to get a credit for its funds. 

(b) NYU architects determined in their study that the land NYU wanted 
should go to educational use and that NYU’s former loft and factory building 
should be untouched in that area. 

(c) NYU expects to have several of the 14-story housing buildings available 
as separate dormitories for men and women students although that has never 
been indicated in the redevelopment plan or hearings. 

(d@) In a continuing taxpayer suit NYC has stated that NYU advanced the 
$25,000 as a business risk. 

3. The advancement of the project was not in the public interest or of anyone 
else, except for perhaps Mr. Moses and NYU: 

(a) The city would not advance the planning funds required for the project. 

(b) The city stipulated that it assume no financial obligation for the plan- 
ning of the project in accepting NYU’s $25,000. 

(c) This in itself is a precedent in that only a beneficiary—acknowledged 
since by the city as the likely developer long before the project was proposed— 
was the one to advance the planning funds from which it would so materially 
benefit at everyone else’s expense. 

4, The resolutions of New York’s Board of Estimate approving the project, 
and its contracts with NYU and the Washington Square Village Corp. are illegal : 

(a) All three documents state that it has been found that the resolutions and 
the contracts are predicated on official findings that substandard and unsanitary 
housing conditions exist in the project area. 

(b) No such finding was ever made by the city planning commission, nor could 
any such finding be made. 

5. The Federal Government’s two-thirds participation in land acquisition costs 
of $8,250,026, may be materially increased through possible later requests by 
New York City for adjustments in gross project costs as a result of unorthodox 
and unprecedented procedures followed in New York City title I projects and 
the questionable approval of such procedures by HHFA: 

(a) Nowhere else in the Nation is the practice known to exist whereby the 
local public agency sells existing title I project land to the developers, uncleared, 
virtually simultaneously with its acquisition. 

(bv) Nowhere else in the Nation is it known to be provided that an upset, or 
minimum sale price, upon which the Federal financial participation is largely 
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based, is determined before the LPA knows after condemnation and decisions 
exactly what the acquisition cost will be. If the condemnation awards are ma- 
terially higher than New York City’s estimates, then it presumably may be 
wasting local taxpayers’ funds by not having set a high enough upset price. 
If it has not therefore sold the land at a fair price, the Federal Government 
would be asked to make up two-thirds of the difference rather than the develop- 
ers who already would have acquired the property at less than a fair price. 

6. Two of the Commissioners of the New York City Planning Commission in an 
unusual move dissented on approval of the project. 

(a) Commissioner Orton and Vice Chairman Bloustein cited the obvious in- 
consistency with the intents and provisions of title I and the adverse effect on 
small business. See pages 6 and 7 of the exhibit entitled “Is This the Way You 
Want Public Funds for Housing Used?” 

(0b) Two of the approving commissioners are members of the slum clearance 
committee which developed the project and submitted it to themselves on the 
city planning commission for approval. 

7. The project was not planned as was intended in HHFA manual of pro- 
cedures for development in an area determined by proper authorities to be so 
suitable: 

(a) The area was declared to be so suitable 10 months after New York Uni- 
versity agreed with Mr. Moses to advance the funds for planning the project. 

(b) It was declared suitable the same day it had city planning commission 
approval, December 9,1953. - 

(c) The city in the current taxpayer suit has admitted the master plan was 
changed to accommodate the project—not the other way around, on its merits, 
as would be evidenced by the very existence of the master plan procedure. 

8. New York City and New York University have signed a contract illegal 
within the terms of the Federal capital grant contract: 

(a) Although it may have such intentions in the distant future, New York 
University is not required by the contract to ever build more than a paved 
parking area for students, faculty, officers and employees of the university. 

(b) New York University’s affidavit in a current taxpayer suit states that it 
cannot state when it would commence construction, nor when it would complete 
such construction. 

(c) New York University indicates by its own statements it is not financially 
eapable of undertaking the project as provided in the redevelopment plan. 

9. New York City has invalidated the capital grant contract by making gross 
misrepresentations of a material nature in its redevelopment plan as approved 
on January 26, 1954, by the board of estimate and incorporated on November 18, 
1954, as a part of the capital grant contract. That same city body has never 
officially changed that redevelopment plan, despite the fact that circumstances 
had or were being changed : 

(a) Two adjoining State and city low- and middle-income projects which it 
said made this title I project feasible were scrapped prior to the above Janu- 
ary 26, 1954, redevelopment plan approval by the board of estimate. Further 
the area of those projects, immediately joining, have since been taken off the 
master plan of areas suitable for redevelopment. 

(b>) As a further part of its demonstration that the project plan was in keep- 
ing with the plan for the community, the official redevelopment plan indicates 
the addition of play area in Washington Square and the cutting off of traffic 
through the park. Yet shortly thereafter, in May of 1954, long before the sign- 
ing of the capital grant contract the city had drawn up plans for a superhighway 
through the park in a 9-foot-deep ditch. These plans were exposed just recently 
by civic-minded villagers. 

(c) Although New York City has agreed to devote a certain portion of the 
project area to educational uses, it has established no law or contractual guar- 
anty with New York University that its school of commerce building exempted 
from condemnation and sale, would be required to be maintained in educational 
use, if New York University were not the successful bidder. 


Mr. Srricktanp. One final thing. Just this past Friday it came to 
our attention that before a subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Appropriations there was testimony presented and currently printed 
on pages 1420 and 1421 of the hearings of those meetings, dated March 
9, 1955, certain statements by Mr. Follin. I believe they help to ex- 
plain why so many questions have been raised here today in the state- 
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ments made by the witnesses. How can a project such as this come 
into being? .Why does it come into being? It is our belief that 
the authorities have not mE and adequately familiarized them- 
selves with these projects on which they pass judgment and papeoys. 
I would challenge very greatly and very seriously—and, I believe, 
the whole Washington Square-Greenwich Village area in New York 
will challenge—the statements that Mr. Follin made at that time 
in answer to questions by Congressman Phillips and Congressman 
Yates. I would like to read two pertinent and very short para- 
graphs: 

Mr. Puiurps. And do you call this a blighted area even from the standpoint 
of the present type of business that is in it? 

Mr. Forttn. Yes, sir; the area is badly blighted. It has gotten to be a very 
undesirable area. It is a menace to New York University which is immediately 
north of it, and it really needs to be redeveloped. 

Mr. Yates (Illinois). What do you mean by ‘a menace’”’? 

Mr. Fottin. It has been dangerous for students of New York University to 
stray too much off the campus at nighttime. 

Now, that is as ridiculous a statement as I think the people in the 
village have heard yet in relation to this Washington Square South- 
east project. I would challenge Mr. Follin’s facts, and knowledge of 
the project area. If this is the basis on which he determines that a 
blighted condition exists in the area, I challenge his responsibility 
in issuing and signing a contract authorizing the disbursement of 
$8,250,000—of Federal money—particularly if that type of state- 
ment represents what he believes constitutes a blight in the area of 
the project. 

We certainly do appreciate, Mr. Chairman, the opportunity we have 
had to be heard today and trust that with the additional materials 
that we will send to you in the next day or two the record will be 
complete. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rosenstein. As counsel for the group, Mr. Chairman, I, of 
course, express our appreciation. During the luncheon recess I com- 
mented to them that when our Constitution gives a citizen a right to 
petition his Government, it is a dramatic method of expressing it. I 
am sure we have been heard fairly here today, sir. 

Mr. Moutrer. Is there anyone else who cares to say anything? 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS H. SOLOMON, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Soromon. Mr. Chairman, I asked the opportunity to come 
here to testify in the proceeding. I am a lawyer of upward of 40 
years standing. I live at 25 East Tenth Street which is within the 
area, and I have my office, have had, for the last 40 years at 200 Fifth 
Avenue, which is within walking range of my home. 

Mr. Mutter. Were you one of the fist tenants to move in or was 
the building old at that time? 

Mr. Soromon. Why the building has spent probably a million dol- 
lars within the last 2 years for rehabilitation. It needed it badly. 

I am the president of the Chamber of Commerce of Greenwich Vil- 
lage, lower Fifth Avenue and Washington Square, which compre- 
hends this area. 

I appeared in the proceeding before the board of estimate and be- 
fore the planning board. I presented an approval of the project as 
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being desirable not only to the immediate community but to the city 
as a whole, and reaching the point of necessity. The board of esti- 
mate was represented in full at the hearing when the presentation 
was made by the opposition today. You may readily understand that 
there was no paucity of effort to present the case of the opposition in 
New York right within their own area. Yet the board of estimate 
passed it unanimously after thorough study. 

Now there are some salient facts that I think ought to be presented. 
This area is what I characterize as a blighted, deteriorated slum on 
the very fringe of the nicest residential area in New York separated 
only 7 the width of Washington Square Park from that desirable 
ty locality. 

jo the buildings involved here were empty in large measure, the 
lowest rental base in New York before scarcities developed, and are 
today occupied by and for only one unique quality and that pertains 
to the building or to the area, namely, the cheapest of rent. In four 
decades there has not been a dollar spent in rehabilitation of these 
buildings and there is nothing that can act as an incentive to a sane 
man Owning property in the area to put a dollar into that property for 
industrial uses, and in my opinion the criterion for a slum is not only 
what it looks like now and how it is used but how much has been spent 
in rehabilitation and what are the potentials for rehabilitation in the 
future, because without rehabilitation there must be further decline 
and further decline must mean ultimately the end of the area. 

I have been in my work as a lawyer for the yast 30 years. My work 
has been largely devoted to industrial operations, grouping and groups 
of small businessmen. I can say that in upward of 30 years of atten- 
tion to that work I question whether I have ever found one manu- 
facture or industrial unit that has gone out of business because of a 
need to change location. 

It is, of course, costly. It is, of course, burdensome, but when con- 
cerns occupy space on a monthly basis or on an annual basis without 
taking long leases, the factor of movement and change is as positive 
an element of that business as anything else. And from the stand- 
point of the rental value for a business using anywhere from two, 
three, or five thousand units, square feet of space, why the difference 
between 80 cents and $1 is 20 cents. Five thousand square feet means 
31,000 a year of added cost. Can a business presume to be protected 
by factors of government against that type of stress, that kind of a 
problem ? 

I think, if you and I list each of the units, you can find tragedy 
in each instance whether it is a residential unit or whether it is a busi- 
ness unit. But these elements, if they were factors in deterring 

rogress and movement, progress and movement, would necessarily 
be at a standstill. The fact is that the population of New York is 
moving forward relentlessly at a fast speed. This is a run-down area 
that was run down 40 years ago. It is a rundown industria] area 
which has acted as a block for the development of the entire south of 
Manhattan Island, which has lagged behind every other community 
in Manhattan in development. With the removal of that area—that 
slum condition, an incentive will be created to private enterprise. 

I am a property owner, both commercial and residential. I do not 
own anything in this area that may be affected by condemnation pro- 
ceedings or by this project, but I have been a property owner for up- 
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ward of 30 years. I have some basis for judging what the position is 
here, the activity that is generated by the prospect of the removal of 
this industrial slum, will reactivate and revive and rebuild the entire 
south of Manhattan Island, which is the most desirable part of Man- 
hattan Island with the East River on the one side, the Hudson on the 
other, and the harbor in front. It has lagged only because of condi- 
tions of this kind that interfered with the development from the stand- 
point of the improvement. 

The total asessed valuation of the buildings that are taken aggre- 
gates about $9 million. The nine 14-story buildings that are going up 
in its place will have an assessed valuation of $29 million. There is 
added to the assessment roll of the city of New York money that is 
badly needed—$20 million of assessed valuation right within the im- 
mediate vicinity without taking into account the development of the 
business that will grow as a result of over 2,000 family units moving 
into this area as against 132 that reside here, and the expansion that 
must follow in all directions as a result of the removal of this road- 
block from the development of the south side of Manhattan Island. 

Discussion was had about Mr. Stark’s position. I have discussed 
Mr. Stark’s position. Mr. Stark is very sensitive to the question of 
people moving, business moving out of New York City, is alert to every 
possibility for keeping business in the city. He was on the board of 
estimate; he was on the planning committee. He approved with no 
failure to get the facts in detail. So that, from the standpoint of the 
factual position, the area is in a state of decline and has had no rehab- 
ilitation, and there is no prospect of rehabilitation which characterizes 
a slum area. 

Secondly, the matter has been passed upon in spite of every desire 
of public officials to minimize, to reduce, to consider from every angle 
the plight of people affected and the desire to minimize it. But the 
facts are the facts. It is a condition that the law was designed to 
take care of, and neither the removal of the blight for the residential 
area or its removal for the purpose of helping New York University 
carry on its great work is it to be condemned. 

I, too, dislike to see the injury that will be caused to people, but I 
cannot close my eyes to reality. I must recognize that life isn’t static, 
that. business cannot be static, because if it is it dies, that the factor 
of movement is not necessarily fatal, and that the things that have 
been dramatized to overcome the factual picture must be considered 
in the light of the developments that must come with the progressive 
growth of this community. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Solomon, there are some questions that occur 
to me. 

In this area are there any buildings that do not have sanitary 
facilities? 

Mr. Sotomon. I have not investigated from that standpoint. There 
are some buildings that are in good condition. 

Mr. Mutrer. Are there any buildings in this vicinity that do not 
have electric light and electric power ? 

Mr. Sotomon. I doubt it very much. 

Mr. Mutter. At 71 Washington Square, which is part of this proj- 
ect area, is a 16-story modern apartment house. Do you know when 
that was erected ? 
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Mr. Soromon. That must have been built about 25 years ago. It 
is in fine condition and has a fine host of tenants. 

Mr. Mutrer. And at 73 Washington Square, which is part of the 

roject, is a 6-story garage. 
, Mr. Soromon. ie: | that building very well. 

Mr. Murer. Is that in good condition too? 

Mr. Sotomon. Yes; that isin good condition. 

— Muures. Do you know the church property at 69 Washington 
uare ? 

Mr. Sotomon. That is the archdiocese of New York. I know that 
very well. All these properties face the square. 

Mr. Muurer. I am not going through all the photographs that were 
submitted by the objectors. 

Mr. Sotomon. Oh, there are a number of buildings in the project 
that are okay, but the general overall picture is not good. I do not 
care who walks down, whether you walk down on a Sunday or during 
the business days of the week, no one can reach a conclusion that this 
is not a substandard area on mere observation. 

Mr. Mvuvrer. There are 26 photographs for a 9-square block area 
submitted by the objectors, and looking at the photographs they would 
not bear out what you say about this being a blight area or a sub- 
standard area, Mr. Solomon. 

Mr. Sotomon. Well I have lived there. 

Mr. Muuter. I would be willing to let you take any of these photo- 
graphs and tell us which of these buildings you would consider a 
substandard building. 

Mr. Sotomon. I would be glad to look at them, but I say to you 
that there may well be 26 buildings in the area that are perfectly 
okay. 

Mr. Mctrer. Oh, no; these are not pictures of 26 buildings; these 
are 26 views of the 9-square block area. 

Mr. Soromon. Oh, well, I would be glad to submit pictures or the 
area that would dramatize the condition. You can take a picture from 
a given viewpoint and present a pretty good-looking type of proposi- 
tion. You can take the face of a child that may be in a dirty dress 
and you will have a pretty child, but it does not show the state, per- 
haps, of poverty or the rundown condition of the child. 

Mr. Mutter. Pick out one of those photographs which you think 
is not a fair representation of the view presented. When I say one, 
pick out as many as you can find of the 26 views. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman, am I to presume that the photographs 
represent pictures of 190 buildings in the area / 

Mr. Mutrer. They represent, as I understand it, photographs taken 
in April 1955 showing virtually all of the area in the Washington 
Square Southeast project and showing nonslum commercial buildings 
and nonslum residential buildings comprising the area. That is the 
representation that accompanies the photographs. 

Mr. Brooks. It does not pretend to show any of the slum areas, is 
that right? 

Mr. Rosenstein. Well, we say there is no slum area. 

Mr. Sotomon. Now here is one marked “No. 22,” project area, 
which is shown above the first or second story, which does not indi- 
cate the blight condition on the street and in the lower area and may 
well look like a pretty well-got together building, but if you examine 
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the street, the building as a whole, you will come to the conclusion, 
the inescapable conclusion, that it is slum. | 

Mr. Mutter. Now, what is wrong with the street or the part of 
ery ne on the street that is not shown that makes it a slum or 

ight ? 

Mr. Soromon. Well you will find the type of occupancy. 

Mr. Mutter. That would not be shown by the street. The type of 
occupancy would not be shown by the street. Let us dispose of one 
thing. You said there is something on the street level not shown that 
would indicate that that is blight. Tell us what it is? 

Mr. Sotomon. Probably I cannot put in the right words to you. 

Mr. Murer. Suppose I suggest to you that you submit to us pic- 
tures that you think show the actual condition as it exists. 

Mr. Sotomon. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Srricktanp. Mr. Chairman, this picture does show half of the 
first floor. These pictures were taken by amateurs who were not pro- 
fessionally equipped to distort but just take what a camera finds. 

Mr. Mutrer. Oh, no one is going to accuse you or anyone else of 
deliberately having distorted photographs to give us views other than 
are shown there. At the same time, we in the Congress are sufficiently 
worldwise to know that the objectors will present photographs that 
are most favorable to their viewpoint, just as the planning commis- 
sion presented photographs that are most favorable to their posi- 
tion. I assure you that you won’t find in the photographs submitted 
as part of the city planning commission brochure the apartment house 
that I referred to in interrogating Mr. Solomon. That is human 
nature, to present the best side of one’s own story. That is why I am 
asking Mr. Solomon to pick out any of these which he thinks he can 
show a worse condition by taking a different photograph of the same 
area. 

Mr. Srrickianp. Mr. Chairman, you tay want to ask this particu- 
lar witness about the photographs of the area referred to in the Mc- 
Caffrey-Summer report which was a part of the presentation we made 
to you in the Bowery area. 

Mr. Mutter. I do not believe anybody will dispute the fact that the 
Bowery area is a slum area and a blight area. We need not get into 
that question about that area. 

Mr. Srrickianp. I would refer the chairman to the fact that there 
are pictures, and presumably the worst pictures the city could find 
in their brochure, and I remain adamant that even those pictures 
show nothing more than a busy industrial area with trucks loading 
and unloading. 

Mr. Mcurer. Let me assure you that your representatives in Con- 
gress will make a comparison of the pe oka: presented. 

Mr. Srrickianp. I submit this, not for publication in the hearing 
record, but one of the student publications at New York University at 
the time the board of estimate was hearing this project, in which the 
University publication headlined it: “City weighs New York Uni- 
versity expansion today.” This was not about a housing project but 
it was NYU expansion, and interestingly the picture that they show 
is an area on West Third Street that borders the proposed project as 
presumably representative of the slum that NYU claims exists, that 
happens to be NYU property. It has been NYU property and has 
been in this condition for 9 years. It exists on the block between 
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Thompson Street and West Broadway, which was a vacant lot for 
7 years which the university bought from a builder who demolished 
the residences, the Bret Harte House and the Edgar Allen Poe House, 
presumably to put up housing developments. New York University 
bought that site and has kept it. 

Mr. Sotomon. May I refer, in order to demonstrate the point that 
I have in mind, to this No. 29 picture, which is 22 Wooster Street. If 
you look at it on the faap it would seem to have nothing of blight ap- 
pearance. It is only a picture. It, therefore, does not portray com- 
pletely how utterly impossible that type of thing is in an area that 
is separated from the finest area in New York residentially by the 
width of a park. 

Mr. Mutter. Suppose I agree with you, Mr. Solomon, as to these 
two pictures, surely you will agree with me, won't you, that you would 
not tear down that 16- -story apartment house to get rid of these two 
buildings, would you ? 

Mr. Sotomon. No; but I know that a picture will not truly portray 
a condition of a house of that kind. If I were to take No. 15, I could 
call attention to the same situation. If I would refer to No. 3, which 
is above Eddie Condon’s, a rather, well, a nightclub with a reputation. 

Mr. Mutter. Well, we are not going to permit the use of title I 
money to get rid of nightclubs with reputations or without reputa- 
tions. The city authorities should do that if there is anything wrong 
with them. 

Mr. Sotomon. Perhaps I use language without adequate consid- 
eration. 

Mr. Srrickianp. Mr. Chairman, I think it is pertinent to note that 
it has been generally known in the community that Mr. Solomon has 
been active and, I presume, a graduate of New York University, as 
I have been, but has been currently active in one of their important 
committees on the Square. 

Mr. Mutter. I don’t think that is of any importance to the com- 
mittee. We are not concerned with the motive, good or bad, on the 
part of objectors or proponents. We want the facts and only the facts 
on that as our decision or recommendation will be determined by the 
facts. 

Mr. Sotomon. I have here a memorandum that I submitted to the 
committee when this was before the board of estimate. I would like to 
have the privilege of submitting a memorandum, brief and to the point, 
slanted from what I think dev eloped at this hearing. 

Mr. Mutrer. We will receive it. Get it to us promptly. 

Mr. Soromon. Yes; I positively will. Thank you. 

(The memorandum appears in the appendix. ) 

Mr. Mc rer. With that we will close this public hearing. 

We appreciate the fact that all of you people were here and gave 
us the benefit of your views, and I can only assure you that the matter 
will receive our understanding and speedy consideration. 

This meeting will now stand adjourned subject to call of the chair- 
man. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p. m., the committee adjourned. ) 











APPENDIX 


Ciry oF NEw YORK, 
OFFICE OF COMMITTEE ON SLUM CLEARANCE, 
New York, N. Y., April 26, 1955. 
Hon. ABRAHAM J, MULTER, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN MULTER: Mr. Lebwohl has advised me that several issues 
were brought in at the hearings before your committee which should be clarified 
in your records: 

1. It was claimed that the New York State extension of the commerial rent 
laws was inconsistent with the findings of the board of estimate that sufficient 
available vacant spaces existed to accommodate commercial site occupants in 
the Washington Square Southeast project. This is not so. The legislature was 
concerned with the total commercial picture in the city, not to speak of the 
political picture. The board of estimate was concerned only with the limited 
problem in the area, with available vacant space established by responsible 
surveys amounting to over three times what was needed. 

2. It was urged that the elimination of Simkhovitch public housing project 
affected the redevelopment plan of the title I project. This is not so. The official 
redevelopment plan approved by the Federal Government and the city is found 
on pages 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 of the Washington Square Southeast brochure which 
you have, and is not conditioned on Simkhovitch houses. 

3. It was urged that limiting the use for housing and education did not guar- 
antee the best possible price. The Federal law requires a planned use for such 
areas and that purchasers be compelled to devote the property to such planned 
use. The mandate of the law is to get proper redevelopment of slum areas and 
not merely the best price under any condition. 

4. Counsel for the luncheonette, who failed in his court action, repeated all his 
arguments to your committee. Each one was reviewed carefully by the Supreme 
Court and rejected. We need not elaborate but merely refer to the full opinion 
by Mr. Justice Eder, which your committee has. Counsel for the petitioners 
mis-stated the fact that the appellate division denied his application for a stay 
upon the representation by the assistant corporation counsel that the city would 
not vest title until the final determination of the appeal. The city vigorously 
opposed the application for a stay and submitted an affidavit in my behalf in 
opposition thereto. The appellate division denied the stay and fixed the date of 
appeal for an early decision. 

I hope that your committee will not permit those who are pressing for delay 
and obstruction of this project to use the committee for these purposes. 

Sincerely, 


Rosert Moses, Chairman. 


SuPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF JAMES W. Fouuin, URean 
RENEWAL COMMISSIONER 


I respectfully submit to the Subcommittee No. 2 on Government Procurement, 
Disposal and Loan Activities of the Select Committee on Small Business this 
supplementary statement with reference to the Washington Square Southeast 
project of the city of New York. During the course of the hearing of the sub- 
committee on April 19, 1955, with reference to this project several statements 
were made by witnesses which, in my judgment, require further clarification in 
order that the subcommittee may be fully apprised of all the relevant facts. 

The redevelopment plan prepared by the committee on slum clearance and 
approved by the board of estimate of the city of New York and by the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency specifically provides as follows: 


109 
65831—55 —8 








110 WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST SLUM CLEARANCE 


“The redevelopment plan proposes conversion of 9 existing blocks into 3 super- 
blocks. The north, and smallest superblock is to be used for educational facili- 
ties. New York University will retain and will continue to use the existing 
School of Commerce Building for this purpose.” 

Jontrary to certain indications during the hearing that the proposal of the city 
included the city’s acquisition of the School of Commerce Building and its sub- 
sequent resale to the university, the approved redevelopment plan clearly pro- 
vides that New York University will-retain-such building and will continue to 
use the existing building as an educational facility. The project plan does not 
provide for the city’s acquisition of such building. 

During the course of the hearing testimony was introduced which seemed to 
suggest that the predominant reuse of the project area was educational. As 
a matter of fact, only a very small portion of the project area is ‘to be used for 
educational purposes. The approved redevelopment plan for the project provides 
that out of a total of 17.68 acres in the area only 3 acres are to be used for edu- 
cational purposes; 10.59 acres are to be used for residential purposes.; 0.72 acres 
are to be used for stores and possibly offices accessory to the residential develop- 
ment, not exceeding 2 stories in height; 0.51 acre is to be used for garage 
and off-street parking facilities; and 2.86 aeres are to be used for street widen- 
ing. The predominant reuse of the area is residential. With the exception of 
the 3 acres allocated to educational purposes, the area is to be used entirely for 
residential purposes and facilities incident to residential uses. 

With reference to the contract between the city of New York and New York 
University, it has been stated at the hearing that such contract is illegal under 
the terms of the Federal capital grant contract in that there is no specific 
requirement on the part of New York University to build in the area allocated 
for educational purposes more than a paved parking area for students, faculty, 
officers and employees of the university. As has been indicated above, the 
redevelopment plan prepared and approved by the city of New York and approved 
by the Housing and Home Finance Agency provides that the 3 acres in the 
project area are “to be used for educational facilities.” The redevelopment 
plan does not include any delineation of the type of educational facilities which 
may be provided and the clear implication of the language used in the redevelop- 
ment plan is that 3 acres may be used for any type of educational facilities, 
including campus facilities, university buildings, and parking for students, 
faculty, officers and employees of the university. The redevelopment plan leaves 
it to the discretion of the owner of the land to determine the nature of the 
educational facilities that are to be provided. The question as to. whether the 
redevelopment plan should or should not have included specific requirements 
as to the exact nature of the educational facilities to be provided in the 3-acre area 
is one which must be resolved primarily by the city of New York in the light 
of local conditions and local planning objectives. Insofar as the requirements 
of the Federal law are concerned, it is our judgment that in this particular 
case the specification in the redevelopment plan that the 3 acres were to be used 
for “educational facilities’ was adequate and in conformity with the Federal 
law, taking into consideration that New York University would undoubtedly 
acquire the land and recognizing that this represented a problem of com- 
munity planning within the jurisdiction of the appropriate public officials of 
the city of New York. 

Accordingly, the contract between the city of New York and New York 
University is not in violation of the capital grant contract, as asserted, because 
it does not include provisions requiring New York University to commence the 
construction of university buildings. Section 105 (b) of the Housing Act of 1949, 
as amended prior to August 2, 1954, provides that contracts for financial aid 
shall require that “when land acquired or held by the local public agency in 
connection with the project is sold * * * the purchasers * * * shall be obli- 
gated (i) to deyote such land to the uses specified in the redevelopment plan 
for the project area; (ii) to begin the building of their improvements on such 
land within a reasonable time: and (iii) to comply with such other conditions 
as the Administrator finds, prior to the execution of the contract for loan or 
capital grant pursuant to this title, are necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this title:”. In conformity with this statutory requirement, the capital grant 
contract includes provisions requiring that the city impose upon purchasers of 
project land the obligation to devote the land to the uses prescribed by the rede- 
velopment plan and to commence and complete the improvements in the project 
area within a reasonable time. Since the redevelopment plan which has been 
approved for the project area permits the 3 acres in question to be. used for 
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university facilities which may, if the university so determines, be used for 
university parking purposes, the requirement in the contract for the sale of 
the land in question with reference to the commencement of the provision of 
the parking facilities satisfactorily complies with the requirements of the Federal 
contract. 

Contrary to assertions made during the hearing that a violation of Federal 
statutes was involved in the propesed sale of part of the project area for univer- 
sity purposes, I am certain that there is no violation of the Federal law involved 
in any such sale. Although we have prescribed certain administrative policies 
respecting the disposition of project land, there is no provision in title I of the 
Housing Act of 1949, as amended, requiring that the city of New York sell the 
project area or any part of it at public auction or through competitive bidding. 
The public auction and competitive bidding requirement is imposed under State 
law. Thus, the fact that the city may actually have but one prospective bidder, 
namely, New York University, for the portion of the project area which is to be 
used for educational purposes does not involve any question of violation of the 
Federal law. Pursuant to the provisions of title I, any such sale, if effected, 
must be made at not less than the fair value of the property for the uses pre- 
scribed in the redevelopment plan. 

It is not at all unusual for local communities to provide in their redevelop- 
ment plans for title I projects that part of a project area is to be devoted to edu- 
eational purposes or to other public or institutional uses. Soundly conceived 
redevelopment plans do contain appropriate provisions for necessary and desir- 
able public and institutional facilities required for sound community life and 
a proper environment. Thus, under the redevelopment plans of various commu- 
nities portions of title I project areas have been designated for use for school 
facilities and other public and institutional structures. In such cases, only one 
prospective purchaser of the project land may be involved. If the selling price 
of the land is not less than its fair value for the uses prescribed in the redevelop- 
ment plan, the fact that only one prospective purchaser may be involved does 
not present any question of violation of the Federal law. 

The fair value of the property to be sold is determined upon the basis of at 
least two appraisals by qualified appraisers and upon all other pertinent facts 
and data bearing upon the valuation. 

There appears to be a difference of opinion as to whether the Washington 
Square Southeast area is sufficiently deteriorated to justify its clearance and 
redevelopment. The data and information submitted to us by the city in support 
of its application for a capital grant indicated to our satisfaction that the area 
did qualify as a deteriorated area within the meaning of the Federal law and our 
requirements, and that a capital grant could legally be made for the project. 

The question as to whether the proposed reuses prescribed in the redevelop- 
ment plan are or are not sound is one primarily for determination by the duly 
constituted public officers of the city of New York. Under the provisions of the 
Federal law, the city of New York has the responsibility for preparing the re- 
development plan for the project area. It is further provided in section 105 
(a) of the Housing Act of 1949 that the governing body of the city approve the 
redevelopment plan and that such approval include appropriate findings that 
the redevelopment plan conforms to a general plan for the development of the 
locality as a whole. It is our judgment, in the absence of any Federal statutory 
provision to the contrary, that the problem of determining the reuse of the 
project area is clearly one of local nature to be resolved by the duly constituted 
officials of the city of New York. In like manner, the question as to whether 
the business firms to be displaced in the project area can be satisfactorily re- 
located is one which should be determined by the officials of the city of New 
York, particularly in a situation where the evidence as to the feasibility of 
relocation presented to us is conflicting. The project has been initiated by the 
city of New York under State and local legislation: the project area has been 
selected by the city of New York without Federal participation; the project is 
to be undertaken and carried out by the city pursuant to State and local laws: 
the redevelopment plan for the project area and the general plan for the locality 
as a whole have been prepared by the city in accord with local planning objectives 
under State and local laws; the business establishments in the project area are 
mainly local businesses; the employees of such business concerns are citizens 
of the city of New York; any adverse economic effects resulting from the dis- 
placement of such business establishments will impinge heavily upon the economy 
of the city of New York; any unemployment which may result from such dis- 
placement of the businesses in the project area will affect adversely citizens of 
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the city of New York; the laws and courts of the State and city are available 
for the protection of the rights of property owners and residents in the project 
area. In brief, in making an allocation for this project it was our considered 
judgment that the planning of the project area and the question of displacement 
of business establishments, including the possible adverse effect upon business 
activity and wage earners, were primarily questions for the consideration of the 
= of New York acting by and through its duly constituted governing body and 
officials. 

I believe it would have been highly improper for me to have assumed a posi- 
tion of dictating to the city of New York with respect to matters which are 
peculiarly local in nature and beyond the province of a Federal official. The 
Federal law which we are administering is based upon the principle that the 
projects for which Federal aid may be expended are to be locally initiated, 
locally planned, locally controlled, and locally consummated. The public offi- 
cials of the city of New York not only are vested with the legal authority under 
State and local law to prepare and approve plans for the project area but also 
are certainly better informed respecting the community objectives and the avail- 
ability of space for the accommedation of commercial and industrial concerns 
displaced .in the project area than we are. The duly constituted officers of the 
city of New York are in a far better position to weigh and consider the various 
eounterbalancing local considerations affecting the redevelopment plan, the de- 
sirability of the project and the feasibility of relocation. The Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and its officials are not equipped, qualified or authorized 
to substitute their judgment respecting these matters for the judgment of the 
city of New York acting through its public officials. But above all it is ques- 
tionable whether, even if we had the capacity, we should exercise such judg- 
ment to override the conclusions and determinations of local officials. I fear 
that that would represent a type of Federal dictation of local action which is 
as objectionable to the members of this committee as I am sure it would be 
to the mayor of the city of New York and to the ether local public officials hav- 
ing responsibilities with respect to this project. 

In requesting the Board of Estimate of the City of New York, which is the 
duly constituted governing body having jurisdiction under State and local law, 
to reconsider the question of the feasibility of relocation of the displaced busi- 
ness firms following the report of the Small Business Administration’s con- 
sultants, I think that we went as far as we could reasonably go. We directed 
attention to the need for a reconsideration of the problem by the proper local 
officials and included a special condition in the capital grant contract provid- 
ing that no payment by the Federal Government of the capital grant would 
be made until a determination of the feasibility of the relocation of displaced 
firms has been made by the Board of Estimate of the City of New York. We 
had no basis upon which to question the reuse of the project area primarily 
for residential purposes and to a limited extent for educational purposes under 
the city’s redevelopment plan. In our judgment, the redevelopment plan did 
not appear to be so unreasonable from a point of view of sound planning prin- 
ciples and the objectives of title I of the Housing Act of 1949 as to justify our 
taking exception to such plan. Our action in this respect, we believe, accords 
with sound principles of Federal-leca] relations in connection with Federal-aid 
programs. 


New York, N. Y., April 21, 1955. 
Mr. MANESS, : 
Counsel, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Maness: As you will recall during the Washington Square South- 
east hearings on Tuesday, April 19, I secured the permission from the chairman 
during my testimony, to file for printing in the record a tabulation of pertinent 
documents which I then had present, but which were not in form suitable for use. 

The first two items are 1-page summaries of the 14-page tabulation of data 
supplied by 25 percent of the small-business firms in the project area. These 
summaries are drawn directly from the data included in the sampling. 

The third item is a 4-page summary dealing with my contention that the city 
of New York materially misrepresented to HHFA the true situation relative 
to the Simkhovitch housing projects presented by the city in the official redevelop- 
ment plan. You will recall this was one of the lively areas of discussion before 
the subeommittee. You will also find in the last paragraph on page 2, the figures 
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of 1,440 and 482, totaling 1,872, or close to 2,000 families, that I testified were 
originally to be accommodated in the projects involving city and State aid, but 
which were scrapped. 

These documents I believe will add materially to an understanding of the 
subjects discussed in the hearing, and will I trust be included in the printed hear- 
ing report as was indicated at the time I referred to them. I did not read them 
so as to save time, and did not do so that they would be incorporated in the record. 

Our group sincerely appreciates the opportunity it had to be so fully heard. 

Very truly yours, 
R. A. STRICKLAND, 
Cochairman, Washington Square Neighbors. 


Summary of data reported by 283 of the approximately 1,100 firms in the area 





Present rental 





| 
| Space — Be penta 
Businesses | Employees occupied | t oving 
| (square feet) | meee Annually | relocation 
2 1, 547, 157 $83, 320 2 $999, 840 + $2, 345, 650 
34, 700 (*) . 
253... 14,706 |{ — 98, 200 es 
5 1, 668, 057 | 
(4) 2,010 24, 120 
Tetal..... 85, 330 1, 023, 960 





! For 280 firms reporting; in addition, 2 businesses are family-operated. 
2 Equivalent to $0.646 per square foot. 

3 For 264 firms reporting. 

4 Not given. 

§ For 272 firms reporting. 

6 Owner occupied. 


Will remain in business if possible : 


TN oa ee A a a Te OE sed, cc ian bh nie ney thenteagenalinas eS 172 
ae, ee ee et re Pn ee er i twee 33 
Neen eee ee nna aaa a eieereaoral 20 
ere ns ies es a ie a cles es ce eeciainaas 125 
Mee Rote re es. ideal 17 
a a es a 12 
TOUR PU as a ale had eo aiech unterncloban tonne Soca tleemnessate 4 
Able to finance moving: 
re ae ae eR on eaten ee eae ate abt ahtae 29 
IE anenticcncittametetmnit ede ae ce tdi ae RSA 228 4 
erate 2300, Boe ek ele et se ek et UU 5 
BO iti tte eh a Sa es ee de et ees 15 
eesGeee.2t- hi io ee eed, eta eel ee 7 
Melb Go ities toler see eto 2 ce oe ede 200 
Biet eemmwere@ais 505s Jesasiuoeti ot ce eeixtiet ad 14 


* Various: If live steam available, if suitable space, if city pays moving costs, 
etc. 
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Types of business and number of employees of 283 of the approwimately 1,100 
firms operating in the area 











Number Number of 
Types of business ‘eae of employees 
i i a ee —_——— ee 
I ai lincinininis canarias sciN cain ning Tiida iaaeaieed nella Seti inane 4 31 910 
SERGE WI. DETER WOCUNNNEIOR. . — = 520 So cnet c edad ce cues ced see ococecusbeus 8 268 
Textile and textile products... . . 2... . sn sn he ho ee eset en eee et 28 | 346 
Bias. cs 25 ahora ree che EE whisk nacooninnintiedratnanndwnceeet< nial 31 505 
Leather working, luggage, and handbags. ----.-.....---.--.------------------ | 14 582 
Metabworking, machinery, and equipment manufacture------.-....-.--------- | 30 369 
Dates, Gor parts, Wipe, ain MOwwNeee. - sos. sk Ba iiss - ss einen - cee e~- 0 22 386 
Printing, and graphic O8t6... 5-5 - sclsa keene dics csv ewnsa th bee bk ke enke re gure 25. | 294 
PE DO BEE CNN cndinadr copenarsessccdeeizannhestoeesapee 20 1285 
Artificial flowers.__.-.....--- of Swabs dycotidess Svveucbpaetlawelwibecnweal 8 176 
Woodworking, lumber, furniture, and hardware_-__........------------------ 10 133 
Gdnen eieaiies: ork GUO Ten 6 3 hic edein Semmes seen bon enencemqegach abe 5 74 
Fee ROG: BURGE ory uj cov cwerwenvewdoo ne te tebicnesbsnecacqoncapbepwes | 3 57 
Wr eeeeee. Lo... o sae Af a EF a Fo pce ee Sees bee ent Odd se basaine dee | 7 38 
Da peeene Po is seh. - Us si ST. ae nea denin | 10 167 
ae EGO BNINT Fs inn 3 igs os n= a Se bet ds dame yr eenesessabeseneaenst nee eat 17 101 
Retail, restaurants...<.... ~~ <-~ <2. .ccevewc cp co ccweeveuwewepewecewceesbooncenn} 14 1105 
OTT 
gee ka Pee Ee, EES eel tee, See eee ae 283 | 4 4,796 





1 Plus 1 family. 

2 Includes builders, general contractor, plumbing contractor, exporters, sales and shipping offices, 
toiletries manufacture. 

3 Principally trucking. 

4 Plus 2 families. 


Notre.—Filed for insertion in record as part of testimony of Richard A. Strickland, Wash- 


ington Square Neighbors, as agreed to at the time by Subcommittee Chairman Abraham J. 
Multer, Apr. 19, 1955. 





ILLEGAL REPRESENTATIONS TO HHFA By City or New YorK RELATIVE TO RELATED 
COMMUNITY AND AREA DEVELOPMENT CONTAINED IN OFFICIAL REDEVELOPMENT 
PLAN (WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST BROCHURE, AS REVISED AND AUTHOR- 
1zED BY NEw YorK Boarp or EstTIMATE, JANUARY 26, 1954) Upon WHICH 
Capita, Grant Contract No. UR N. Y. 4-14 (G) Has Been Basep* 


REPRESENTATIONS IN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AND IN VARIOUS CITY DOCUMENTS AND 
RESOLUTIONS CONSTITUTING OFFICIAL CITY APPROVAL OF REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 


1. From “Washington Square Southeast” redevelopment plan, as submitted to 
city planning commission on August 3, 1953, by committee on slum-clearance 
plans; and in redevelopment plan as finally approved by the Board of Esti- 
mate of the City of New York on January 26, 1954 

Page 3: “* * * The New York City Housing Authority has proposed a com- 
bined project for the area directly southwest of the site. Simkhovitch houses 
will provide low-rent public housing while Simkhovitch City is to be nonsub- 
sidized housing for moderately low rental. These developments, in conjunction 
with the proposed Washington Square Southeast redevelopment, combine to 
make feasible the title I housing development proposed herein. 

ok * * * a ee a 

“This title I redevelopment combined with the redevelopment proposed by the 
New York City Housing Authority in the adjacent area between West Broadway 
and Avenue of the Americas, from Houston Street to Broome Street (shown on 
the composite plan in the report) will provide substantial and direct benefits 
for the entire neighborhood.” 

Page 22: “* * * The New York City Housing Authority has proposed both 
nonsubsidized and low-rent housing for the area southwest of the site, which is 
now an old blighted area of heterogeneous land use. 

“This area of the city now provides housing for all income groups at all rental 
levels. It will in the future be able to offer a substantially increased supply of 
housing accommodations. An important percentage of these will be new. The 


1 Filed for insertion in printed hearing report as part of testimony of Richard A. Strick- 


land, Washington Square Neighbors, as agreed to by Subcommittee Chairman Abraham J. 
Multer, April 19, 1955. 
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proposed redevelopment project will support this areawide trend with a large 
net increase in residential facilities at medium rentals. 

“Washington Square Park’s open space, a major feature of the area, will be 
extended south on an effective scale for a distance of one-half mile by means of 
Fifth Avenue South and the open planning, low ground coverage and landscaping 
within the redevelopment project and the housing authority's development.” 

Page 38, under “Community Facilities’: “‘The New York City Housing Au- 
thority has proposed a combined project for the area directly southwest of the 
site. Simkhovitch Houses will provide low-rent public housing while Simkho- 
vitch City is to be nonsubsidized housing for moderately low rental.” 


2. From city planning commission report to board of estimate (calendar item 
CP—10203) dated December 9, 1958: 


Page T-361: “The New York City Housing Authority has submitted a rede- 
velopment plan for the area bounded by West Houston Street, West Broadway 
(Fifth Avenue South), Broome Street and Avenue of the Americas. This re- 
development plan provides for two housing projects, Simkhovitch houses (State), 
a State-aided low-rent project and Simkhovitch houses [sic] (city), a city-fi- 
nanced project, without cash subsidy. Fifth Avenue South (widened West 
Broadway), which is to be established between Washington Square South and 
West Houston Street in connection with the Washington Square Southeast title 
I project, would be extended southerly to Broome Street, at a width of 100 feet, 
in connection with the Simkhovitch projects. These projects would also make 
available a site for a future public school which would serve all three projects. 
The Washington Square Southeast and the Simkhovitch projects will provide 
for suitably related neighborhood redevelopment. 


* * * * * * * 


“It should be noted that the proposed Washington Square Southeast project is 
part of a comprehensive plan for redevelopment and rehabilitation of a larger 
neighborhood including Washington Square Park and areas extending southerly 
from the park to Broome Street. 

“The general plan for the neighborhood involves, in addition to the Washing- 
ton Square Southeast Project, a State-aided housing project for 1,440 families 
in the area bounded by Avenue of the Americas, Houston Street, West Broadway, 
and Spring Street, and a city-financed housing project for 432 families in the 
area bounded by Avenue of the Americas, Spring Street, West Broadway and 
Houston Street. These projects designated as Mary Simkhovitch houses are the 
subject of separate reports by the commission (CP-9048 and CP-10300, dated 
December 9, 1953). It is anticipated that the Washington Square Southeast 
project will provide housing at rentals of about $48 per room per month, the 
State projects at rentals of $9, $10.50 and $12 and the city project at rentals 
between $19 and $20. Thus, there will be provided in this neighborhood decent, 
modern housing for families of several different income levels. 


= * = * * * * 


“In the light of all the facts, it appears that the Washington Square South- 
east redevelopment plan, as now modified, will provide for desirable housing and 
educational facilities forming an integral part of an appropriate plan for com- 
prehensive improvement of this special section of the city. 

“The commission finds that the redevelopment plan as described herein will 
afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the locality 
(New York City) as a whole for the integrated redevelopment of the area by 
private enterprise and conforms to the general plan for the redevelopment of 
the locality (New York City) as a whole.” 


3. From revised official redevelopment plan approved by New York City Board 
of Estimate on January 26, 1954, and constituting official redevelopment plan 
referred to in “capital grant contract” and officially made a part thereof as 
signed by city of New York on November 18, 1954 


All of the statements quoted above in item No. 1. 





OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS AND ACTIONS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK WHICH VERIFY THE 
FACT THAT THE FOREGOING STATEMENTS UPON WHICH THE CAPITAL GRANT CON- 
TRACT IS CONTINGENT ARE MISREPRESENTATIONS TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 





1. Although the city and State-aided Simkhovitch projects had originally been 
considered and were the basis upon which the city officially considered the 
Washington Square Southeast title I project as feasible, these Simkhovitch proj- 
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ects were dropped by the city planning commission at hearings on December 9, 
i953. Further, in advance of the planning commission’s action, Philip J. Cruise, 
chairman of the city housing authority requested that they be referred back to 
his agency. He stated that he wanted the Simkhovitch projects referred back 
or returned so that the funds could be released for other projects. 

2. Although the Simkhovitch projects were dropped on December 9, 1953, by 
the city planning commission, and in advance of the hearing and action by the 
commission on the Washington Square Southeast project on that same date, the 
commission’s report to the board of estimate on CP-10203 represented the begin- 
ning of a willful subterfuge designed to protect whatever validity and justifica- 
tion there had existed for the Washington Square Southeast project, predicated 
as it did on its relationship to the Simkhovitch developments. Those misrep- 
resentations of the city planning commission, quoted in above item No. 2, were 
officially created and put in the record after the very ‘same commission had 
Serapped the imkhovitch projects. 

3. On January 26, 1954, continuing the willful subterfuge which began with the 
city planning commission’s action of December 9, 1953, the board of estimate 
considered and approved various modifications of the redevelopment plan (as 
constituted by the printed brochure originally prepared by the committee on 
slum clearance). One or two minor text changes were made and several blue- 
prints were appended as substitute provisions of the housing plans and as a 
substitute for previous plans to put a highway through Washington Square 
Park—not a part of the project, but related to the project as part of the gen- 
eral-area redevelopment. However, no deletions or modifying sections relating 
to the fact that the Simkhovitch projects had been dropped some 7 weeks before 
were made or inserted in the final official redevelopment plan as submitted to 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. Thus, when the Federal Government 
on Wednesday, September 22, 1954, notified the city that it was ready to give 
conditional approval for a Federal grant-in-aid, it was done so on the basis of 
a willful and officially enacted misrepresentation by the city to the Federal 
Agency. Further, in February of 1955, long after the signing of the capital 
grant contract by the city, the city submitted as a legal document in a current 
taxpayer’s suit challenging the legality of the Washington Square Southeast 
project, a copy of the official redevelopment plan, a legal part of the capital grant 
contract, in which redevelopment plan as approved by the board of estimate on 
the January 26 date in 1954, there still appeared the false representations as 
quoted on pages 1 and 2 of this report. 

4. Although the land area that would have been taken for the Simkhovitch 
projects had been included in New York City’s master plan of areas suitable for 
redevelopment, these areas were removed from the city’s master plan by action 
of the city planning commission on December 29, 1954. Despite this further 
action relative to the Simkhovitch sites and their elimination from possible con- 
sideration, the official redevelopment plan for Washington Square Southeast 
submitted to the supreme court of the State of New York in the legal action 
referred to above does not mention this further prior fact. 


BrIEF ANALYSIS OF WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST : COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 


(By Albert Mayer) 


An urban redevelopment project in this area is needed, is generally welcomed, 
and offers an important opportunity to test out in practice the principles of 
real urban redevelopment. The Washington Square Southeast project fails 
to grasp the full and challenging opportunities. It is indeed not really urban 
redevelopment at all, but a large-scale housing project with a smaller portion 
devoted to university purposes: operation of land condemnation and rebuilding. 
This is only part of what urban redevelopment ought to be. It is believed that 
without too drastic changes in the overall size of the project it can be made into 
genuine redevelopment, can be a pioneer or prototype in a complicated central 
city area of the combination of: sound project within itself; beneficial effect on 
a whole neighborhood, and not merely within itself; and improvement of city 
conditions substantially beyond the neighborhood—r at least offering no block to 
their future improvement. 

Briefly summarized, the shortcomings of the project are: 

No addition of recreational amenities in a neighborhood where these are 
sorely needed, surely a part of urban redevelopment where it is feasible, as it 
is here. 
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Proposed street widenings and street closings which fundamentally affect 
local conditions and the whole traffic pattern of the city for miles around, with- 
out adequate study of what these will be. Some of these will require considerable 
study to evaluate and to test out against alternate solutions. Some can be seen 
on their face to be unsatisfactory. 

The nature of the project itself within its own boundaries shows a number of 
serious shortcomings. 

If in addition to its definite merits such as creation of superblocks and of 
expansion possibilities for New York University at low land costs, certain grave 
defects are eliminated and desirable elements added which are feasible, a new 
and satisfactory project can be substituted for one with almost fatal defects. 

These negative aspects and suggestions of remedies or positive solution will 
now be discussed. While some of these remedies could be applied quickly without 
too much time for reanalysis, other important ones, by their nature, require 
longer and more detailed study. 


LOCAL 





AND NEIGHBORHOOD RECREATION 


This can be achieved by a combination of three ways: 

The chief and most important of these is inclusion in the project land of 
a 100 foot strip on the west side of West Broadway, with “windows” or “fingers” 
into Thompson Street, or possibly beyond. This is mainly industrial property. It 
immediately extends the benefit of the urban redevelopment to the residential 
area. This can be managed without substantially changing the economics of 
the project or the amount of Federal aid. This could add 2 to 3 acres of recrea- 
tion or park. 

Secondary means is the elimination of some of the street widenings. Some 
are almost certainly unnecessary; one at least is positively harmful. Some- 
where between 1 and 2 acres would be added in this way for park-recreation, 
which will greatly improve the housing project itself and add to neighborhood 
amenity. 

Another recreational provision that should be very seriously weighed is this: 
What is the duty of New York University? It now absorbs a considerable part 
of Washington Square as its campus. If Wooster Street is closed, as shown, this 
tendency will still be more accentuated. This tendency will in the long run 
make for frictions, particularly in an area with inadequate open space. New 


York University should, as part of its undertaking, add a much more ade- 
quate campus of its own. 


STREET WIDENINGS AND TRAFFIC, LOCAL AND GENERAL 


Traffic and street-widening solutions shown are in some cases definitely wrong: 
in others they require much more investigation of their direct effects, useful 
and otherwise, and of their indirect effects, before such drastic changes are 
frozen. 

North-South.-Establishment of Fifth Avenue South by widening Thompson 
Street to 150 feet down to Houston Street and ultimately extending down to 
Canal Street. The complaint up to now has been the local effect of this on 
Washington Square. But equally or more important is the question of what 
will happen to Fifth Avenue much further north as a result of dumping a lot 
of Holland Tunnel traffic into it. It may well make the Fifth Avenue shopping 
area impossible trafficwise. 

Closing up Wooster and Greene Streets, and widening Mercer, need to be care- 
fully considered together with and, in the light of this, Fifth Avenue South. 
Obviously, traffic will be seriously dislocated by these closings, particularly 
industrial traffic. 

East-West.—There is no adequate cross-artery between Honston Street and 
14th Street. It will have to be established whether one is needed, and where 
it would be best and most feasibly located. 

But one thing is certain: Bleecker and West Third Streets, shown to be 
widened, are not the right streets. Bleecker is just one block north of Houston, 
which is a major through street. West Third Street is hopelessly blocked off 
at the Avenue of the Americas. Also, the indicated widening of both streets 
accentuates the curse of the gridiron street plan, by which every street is about 
equally as usable as every other, so that traffic indiscriminately uses all. What 
must be sought is to make a relatively few streets definitely wide, advantageous 
through streets ; leaving the others narrow for local traffic. 
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THE PROJECT ITSELF WITH PARTLCULAR REFERENCE TO HOUSING 


The open area is largely parking, an unpleasant condition which results in in- 
adequate peaceful sitting area even for the project itself. Elimination of some 
widenings, or their diminution will help this and will provide such sitting area. 
It has been described not inaccurately as a “housing project in a parking lot.” 

Type of accommodation.—No apartment has more than one bedroom. This is 
much more drastic than anything else that has been done publicly or privately. 
It is virtually a huge apartment hotel. Definitely there should be some family 
accommodations—some apartments with 2 bedrooms; a small number with 3 
bedrooms. 

A final question within the project itself is whether all industrial buildings 
should be removed, and whether all redevolpment should be university and 
housing. In connection with the latter, it may well be that the southerly strip 
along Houston Street should be developed for industry: negatively, because of 
the noise from the Houston Street thoroughfare and the importance of a buffer 
to the housing; positively, because this should be an excellent location for light 
industry. In connection with the former, certain industrial buildings in the area 
might be retained, and smaller but viable residential redevolpment projects set 
up. This possibility has obvious advantages and disadvantages which, like a 
number of other points in this project, require more time for study, appraisal, 
and decision. 


MEMORANDUM ON THE WASHINGTON SQUARE SOUTHEAST DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
(By Charles Abrams) 
THE PROPOSAL 


The proposal for the development of Washington Square Southeast seeks to 
achieve the following main objectives : 

(1) The clearance of an industrial area in which some 15,000 persons are 
said to be employed. 

2) The building of a private housing project composed of two- to three- 
and-a-half room units, 14 stories high, to rent at an estimated $48 per room 
monthly. 

(3) The condemnation of land on Washington Square South to the north 
of the residential development, to be used for an educational development 
for New York University. 

The proposed redevelopment area is part of the Greenwich Village section of 
New York City, an area which though one of the oldest in the city has retained 
its dignity. Rents in Greenwich Village are among the highest in the city, and 
despite the age of many of the buildings and the intermingling of uses, exten- 
sive remodeling through the years and the old-world atmosphere of the neigh- 
borhood have made the area one of the city’s attractions and, in a changing city, 
one of its surviving ramparts, financial, social and economic. 

The redevelopment area fronts at Washington Square South, running back to 
West Houston Street, and extending on the east and west from West Broadway 
to Mercer Street. The proposed replanning of the area was financed by a grant 
of $25,000 by New York University. 

The redevelopment of the commercial area in question had once been favored 
in a report of Arthur Holden and Associates, which also recommended an ex- 
pansion of the park area to the south. The new plan, however, proposes no 
additional recreational facilities. The area to be redeveloped is composed of few 
residences and mostly substantial loft buildings of varying age and condition. 
On Washington Square South, a relatively new 16-story fireproof elevator apart- 
ment structure is encompassed in the condemnation for the use of New York 
University. No denial was made to the owner’s claim at the first hearing before 
the planning commission on September 9, 1953, that the university sought to buy 
the building at considerably more than the $5 per square foot called for by the 

plan. Cleared land fronting the park is valued at upward of $25 a square foot. 

Though the land fronting on the square embracing 118,085 square feet is given 
a reuse value of $5 a square foot in its present condition, $8 if cleared), the 
less desirable land a block or more from the park is listed at a reuse value of 
$10.50 per square foot with buildings, $13.50 if cleared. 

The area to be condemned is not a residential slum and does net, as in the case 
of residential slums, entail the elimination of substandard living conditions or the 
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reduction of disease, crime, or premature mortality. Removal of this area can 
be justified only on esthetic grounds, such as the need for replanning the neigh- 
borhood as a whole, adding to its public facilities, or providing much-needed 
dwelling units for families who could not otherwise be accommodated without 
the aid of subsidies and compulsory land acquisition. None of these conditions 
are met. No comprehensive replanning is contemplated, for there is only the 
substitution of one private development benefitting its future residential tenants, 
for another private development now functioning for its present commercial 
tenants. 

The proposal in its present form (1) fails to substitute an improvement, the 
value of which is commensurate with the subsidies required, (2) fails to previde 
the additional amenities needed by the neighborhood, and (3) in fact destroys or 
curtails some of the presently functioning amenities of vital importance to the 
neighborhood. 

THE PARK 


Washington Square Park is one of the most crowded in the city. It serves the 
multiple functions of playground for the neighborhood’s children, a campus for 
New York University, a shrine for a monument, a light-shaft for the skyscrapers 
around it, a terminal for the Fifth Avenue Coach Co., and a throughway for 
minor traffic. 

The park gives the whole neighborhood its character, and in addition to the 
continuing uses it serves, also draws people from other parts of the city and 
elsewhere to park concerts and art exhibits, while daily busloads of sightseers 
pour into it from other parts of the country. Because of the dearth of playspace 
and the presence of Washington Square Arch, it is also one of the most dangerous 
parks in the city, with traffic shooting past the wide pillars of the monument 
where children, unseen by the drivers, are continuously endangered. The park 
which should be a sanctuary for children is a menace. The only proposal to 
“solve” this problem is to bridge the new throughway in the park, an encumbrance 
which mothers with baby carriages cannot be expected to climb, and boys and 
girls playing ball cannot be expected to respect. 

The new plan not only fails to remove any of these objections and to reduce 
the number of uses with which the park is laden, but proposes to run a wide 
highway through the park connecting with a proposed new 150-foot highway 
to the south. Thus the park, lower Fifth Avenue, the side streets near Fifth 
Avenue, and the projected Fifth Avenue South, will now be open to extensive 
traffic headed to and from Brooklyn and New Jersey pouring through this new 
major artery. 

While local needs must be subordinated to city needs, particularly in traffic 
matters, it is notable that the total area of traffic arteries are diminished rather 
than increased by the proposed dead-ending at the housing project of two streets 
presently open to north-south traffic, i. e., Wooster Street, which runs from Union 
Square to Canal Street, and Greene Street, which connects Bighth Street to 
Canal Street. Much of the north-south traffic on these streets would now be 
diverted toward Fifth Avenue to the west. (It should be noted here that a prin- 
cipal beneficiary from the elimination of Wooster Street would be New York 
University, whose property fronts on Washington Square Hast, the continuation 
of Wooster Street.) 

Opening up the new artery at Fifth Avenue South, below Washington Square, 
would do more however than make the Greenwich Village area a traffic hub. 
It would mean intensifying traffic at upper Fifth Avenue which is already one 
of the most crowded thoroughfares in the city. For many drivers who would 
normally use the wider highways on the east and west to reach Brooklyn and 
New Jersey, would now head toward the city’s center. Instead of easing traffic 
on the city’s most crowded thoroughfare, the tendency would be to concentrate 
more traffic toward the new artery at Fifth Avenue South. 

Every effort to discover whether any comprehensive surveys were made of the 
probable effect of the increase of traffic has ended in failure. The proposal fails 
to mention any result of such surveys and there is good ground for believing that 
outside of a spot traffic count made at Washington Square (the results of which 
have not been officially disclosed) there is no responsible study in existence of 
the effect of the new artery or of its implications for the city and the neighbor- 
hood. Nor have any origin or destination studies been made available. Typi- 
fying the carelessness characterizing the proposal is the contemplated placement 
of wide streets within the project at Bleecker and Third Streets, which suddenly 
narrow when they reach the project on Fifth Avenue South. Such proposals 
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have always been the traffic expert’s nightmare. Nor is consideration given to 
the best needs of cross traffic or to the widening of the most appropriate streets 
to absorb such traffic. 


THE PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 


One of the purposes of the national urban redevelopment program is housing 
production and related community development to achieve the goal of a decent 
home and a suitable living environment for every American family. The pro- 
posed redevelopment would provide neither a proper environment nor decent 
homes for American families. The development, though called park-like, pro- 
vides no park space. It adds up to little more than a cluster of tall buildings, 
having no relationship to the area, surrounded by parking lots. 

The new multiple-story developments going up on Fifth Avenue and on Uni- 
versity Place, added to the proposed redevelopment, and the new educational 
facilities of New York University, emphasize the need for more park space, but 
none is encompassed, though a signal opportunity is presented to obtain Federal 
subsidy for the purpose. The projected buildings more nearly resemble a dormi- 
tory for single individuals and couples, than a residence to fulfill the family 
needs of the city and community. They exploit the vertical frontier, though 
the reduction of the land cost to $10.50 a square foot makes development of six- 
story buildings in the area feasible. A number of such buildings on plots much 
smaller in fact are being erected in the area on land costing more than $10 a 
square foot, and 10-story buildings are being erected on land costing $25 a square 
foot. The proposed reduction of the land cost to $10.50 a square foot and the 
simultaneous erection of 14-story buildings at maximum rents, therefore encom- 
passes a hidden subsidy to the developer from which the community derives no 
equivalent benefit. The massive development proposed is neither in character 
nor in keeping with the general pattern of the area, nor with the best thinking 
on structural design in general. 

If by chance the bidding for the land is spirited, the height and density may 
become even more intensified and the essential purpose of the urban redevelop- 
ment program frustrated. 


THE EXPANSION OF NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 


As for the needs of New York University, there are few responsible persons 
who would not wish it well in its aims, or who would be unwilling to overlook 
its self-interested procedures and its disregard of the community’s desires. But 
the fulfillment of its needs is only a minor incident of the whole plan. It has 
only a small bearing on the total impact on the neighborhood the proposal would 
have. With a better spirit of cooperation between the university and the 
neighborhood organizations, a sounder plan might have emerged, and could 
still emerge, one which would help meet the university’s needs and not sacrifice 
the community’s interests. 

A number of alternatives have been suggested by Albert Mayer, world-famous 
eity planner, who has studied the proposal and prepared a memorandum on 
it which will be available shortly. This is the last opportunity the neighbor- 
hood has to salvage the park and to extend or seal off the park area. Such ex- 
tension is contemplated in Mr. Mayer’s memorandum and can be achieved prac- 
tically as part of the present redevelopment plan. Inclusion of space for a 
campus for New York University is another proposal which would help relieve 
some of the pressure upon the park. A meeting between technicians to discuss 
possible amendments might obviate some of the problems, and bring about an 
accord. 

If the plan can be revised to meet the objections, I should favor it. If it 
must be accepted or rejected in its present form, there is little question that 
it should be rejected. For we are dealing with an improvement which will alter 
the character of the neighborhood for generations to come. If there is no assur- 
ance that the amendments will be made, there is at least a chance that in the 
next city administration a sounder plan can be drawn and approved. 

Some of the organizations feel that if they oppose the plan before the planning 
commission, the Village may lose the redevelopment funds. This is of course a 
gamble, though good minds say more would be lost than gained if the present 
proposal goes through. 

It should also be remembered, however, by those who favor the redevelop- 
ment in general, though objecting to some of its features, that if the corrections 
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are not vigorously urged upon the planning commission, and the board of estimate 
is subsequently faced with the simple choice of approval or rejection, there is 
more chance that the proposal will be lost when it reaches the board of estimate. 
New York University should be the first to see this and give more positive co- 
operation to removing those objections which now render the plan as a whole 
undesirable. 


MeMORANDUM OF Louts H. SoLOoMON, New York, N. Y., BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


1. I am a lawyer, practicing before the courts of the State of New York for 
upwards of 40 years. I reside at 5 East 10th Street, Borough of Manhattan, 
City of New York. I am a property owner and have owned both residential and 
commercial properties for upwards of 30 years. I am president of the Chamber 
of Commerce of Greenwich Village, lower Fifth Avenue and Washington Square. 

2. My testimony is designed to reaffirm the position taken by me before the 
board of estimate of the city of New York, that the proceedings under title I of 
the Housing Act of 1949, affecting the area known as the Southeast Washington 
Square project, were beneficial to the community and in conformity with the 
spirit of title I of the Housing Act of 1949. 

3. I have no property interest that can in any way be affected by the South- 
east Washington Square project. My interest is that of a citizen and resident 
of the area, activated by the welfare of the community, as a civic responsibility. 

4. It is respectfully submitted that obsolescence and deterioration, either in 
residential or industrial properties, may not be measured by age, nor may it be 
gaged by photographs slanted either for or against the project. If one has an 
automobile and replaces a fender when it is crushed, and replaces the upholstery 
when it is worn or punctured by cigarette burns, and rewires the ignition system 
when it ceases to function properly, and replaces the motor when it will no longer 
do the job properly, that automobile does not become a piece of junk for the 
scrap heap, even after years of service. The same holds true in real estate. 
I live in a house at 5 East 10th Street, in the lower Fifth Avenue area, which was 
built in 1890. It is a delightful home in spite of age. I own properties in Harlem, 
not more than 50 years old, built for fine residential usage, with limestone fronts 
and best possible workmanship and material. These buildings are now defi- 
nitely slums, admittedly, in spite of the fact that the facade maintains its lime- 
stone front, and on photographs has the dignity of appearance contributed by the 
builder more than 50 years ago. The criteria that determines a slum are (1) the 
lack of rehabilitation over a period of time; (2) the lack of incentive to rehabili- 
tate for the purpose for which it is used. If a property is in a state of decline, 
located in a neighborhood where rental value does not permit of rehabilitation, 
and promises no incentive to rehabilitate in the future, it will cause the deteriora- 
tion that characterizes it as blight or a slum. 

5. The project referred to here is on the fringe of the lower Fifth Avenue area 
of high character residential development, separated only by the width of the 
park from the finest residential community in New York. For a long time this 
area of loft buildings and space was very sparsely rented and was available at 
the cheapest rent in New York, and the property was available at the lowest 
price. Under this condition, for upwards of four decades, there has been no 
rehabilitation, nor would any prudent person spend any money for rehabilitating 
this property for industrial purposes. For industrial use this property has the 
very minimum value. Its potential value lies in the pressure of population, 
expanding beyond the fringe, and offering its best potential as a site for resi- 
wlential property in keeping with the area across the park. 

6. The area is an industrial slum. The pictures submitted of the upper struc 
ture of the buildings, without depicting the lower levels, portray nothing more 
than the masonry facade. Age does not affect this. Submitted herewith are a 
number of shots taken by a moving picture camera without expert direction, 
of the general conditions of the area. With the exception of one or two streets 
these shots indicate the general character of the area. When this sight is con- 
sidered in the light of the lower Fifth Avenue neighborhood and the pressure 
of residential population, the incongruity of such development southeast of 
Washington Square Park becomes evident. 

7. This area became fully rented under the pressure of scarcity. The rent 
was very cheap. The buildings were in a state of decline. The owner found 
no warrant for spending money for rehabilitation. The tenants that came in 
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were a conglomeration of businesses that could fit into any place where space 
was available. They represented wastepaper storage, waste-rag storage, heavy 
machinery business, printing shops and businesses of a similar nature where 
the only factor of importance was the availability of space at low rental. 

8. There is nothing in the community that provides any unique attraction for 
the businesses located there other than low rent. It is not an industrial center 
where the location of the industry is a factor in the business. 

9. The Washington Square southeast project has had every careful considera- 
tion, beyond the studies ordinarily required for a slum clearance project. It was 
considered by the planning commission of the city of New York and approved 
over the most violent resistance. It was approved by the board of estimate of 
the city of New York, likewise under the most violent resistance. Every factor 
that could be brought to bear, to resist the project, was pressed vigorously. The 
decision, as to whether it was an industrial slum was made by men fully ac- 
quainted with the area. The incongruity of that type of structure at the south- 
east end of the park needs no argument when the scene is visited, and in spite 
of any and every effort to whitewash. 

10. Any notion that the program projected by Mrs. Moses, with no personal 
interest involved, adopted by the planning commission with ample opportunity 
for study both pro and con, then unanimously adopted by the board of estimate, 
again after prolonged study pro and con, is not sustained by the factual findings, 
is just a lot of oratory and nothing more. 

11. If Congress intended that the determination of what constitutes a slum 
in any community is to be left to the determination of the local authorities, 
rather than a survey by Congress of slum areas all over the country, then it must 
be accepted conclusively that the unanimity of the local authority and the de- 
cision made covering the southeast project, over vigorous resistance, leaves no 
doubt as to the validity of the findings of the local authorities. 


x 











en 





